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Abs:tract

This pilot research study was intended to Identify

factors which affect the length of the source selection

process and to 3uggest changes to make %,he process more

efficient. To accomplish this objective. interviews

wore conducted with Aeronautical Systems Dtvision (ASD)

contracting personnel who had recently participated in

source selectionz.

The study identified several factors which appear

to be significant contributors to the length of the

source selection prncoss. These factors are:

1) lack of understanding,
experience, and training;

2) lack of teamwork;
3) lack of quality control;
4) lack of written guidance;
5) effects of ASD streamlining

initiatives;
6) excessive oversight;
7) unneccessary or excessive

requirements;
8) manpower constraints; and,
9) politics.

The recommendations of this study are intended to

limit source selection activities to those essential to

the integrity of the process, remove extraneous

participants from the process, and ensure that actions

are completed correctly the first time. The most

ix



significant recommendations related to specific

activities include:

1) changing public law/FAR requirements
to allow s'reening of CICA synposiq
respondents and to charge consultants
and marketeers for RFPs as a cost of
doing business;

2) establishing the Acquisition Review
Team (ART) as the sole RFP review
at ASD;

3) completing the initial technical
evaluation before determining
whether to award without discussions;

4) severely limiting cost analysis; and,
5) deleting the requirement for Most

Probable Cost (MPC) estimates.

The general recommendations include:

1) development of an extensive training
program to develop a thorough
understanding of the source selection
process, provide practical experience
with skills required in source
selection, and build teamwork;

2) application of Total Quality Management
(TQM) tn the source selection process to
ensure that all decisions and activities
provide a benefit to the process; and,

3) investigate establishing a centralized
source selection office to provide core
teams of experienced personnel to conduct
all major source selections in order to
maintain expertise and apply it to every
source selection.

x



AN ANALYSIS OF THE SOURCE SELECTION PROCESS

AT AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION

I. Introduction

When the Air Force identifies a requirement for the

develhpment of a new weapons system, the contractor to

perform the development is determined through the source

selection process, a disciplined procedure for the

solicitatior and evaluation of offerors' proposals

designed to ensure selection of *the source whose

proposal has the highest degree of credibility and whose

performance can be expected to best meet the

government's requirements at an affordable cost* (2:3).

In fiscal years 1986 and 1917, the Aeronautical Systems

Division (ASD, of Air Force Systems Command (AFSC)

conducted 17 formal source seleztions for new systems

ranging from Aircraft Ground Decoys, canvas or wood

mock-ups of fighter aircraft, to the President's new

aircraft, Air Force One, and the next generation

fighter, Advanced Tactical Fighter. The average length

of time required to complete these source selections,

frcm release of the solicitation to source selection

decision, was 222 days, almost eilht months (11).
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General Issue

Based on eleven years of experience in

acquisition, the perception of the researcher is that

as weapor,5 systems and the rul1z which govern their

acquisition have grows the time required

to complete the sour, :*-a has lengthened

significantly. Th, -h source

selection process d: n , needed contracts,

resulting in increased administrative and contract

costs to the Air Force. Perhaps more important, this

also delays acquisition of the needed operational

capabilities represented by the new weapons systems.

In recognition of our responsibility to provide

the taxpayer with the maximum value for each tax dollar

spent, AFSC has established a command goal of 120 days

from RFP release to source selection decision. The Air

Force has issued a new regulation, Air Force Regulation

70-30, Streamlined Source Selection Procedures, which

suggests using limitations to proposal length, number

of evaluation factors, and number of evaluators to

shorten the source selection cycle.

During the first quarter of fiscal year 1988,

fifteen source selections were completed by AFSC

product divisions (10:2). The Medium Launch Vehicle

II, a program managed by AFSC's Space Division, has

2



been cited as an example of the successes which have

been achieved with the new streamlining initiatives;

the source selection decision was rendered only 114

days after RFP release (10:2). Other programs did not

fare as well. For example, the Mark XV source

selection required 221 days from RFP release to source

selection decision (1).

:_Decific Issue

In order to consistently complete the source

selection in a reasonable amount of time, changes are

required in source selection policies or in the source

selection process itself.

Investigative Questions

The following questions were addressed to

determine how the source selection process or policies

should be modified:

1. What are the maior factors contributing to

the length of the process? Can these factors be

controlledl

2. What local initiatives have been implemented

to expedite source selections? How effective have

these initiatives been 9

3



Scope of the Research

This research project addresses source selection

procedures required by Air Force Regulations 70-15 and

70-30 for full-scale engineering development and

production of weapons systems over $5 million in

estimated cost. Source selection procedures for

science and technology (S&T) programs (basic research,

exploratory development, and advanced technology

development) were excluded from consideration; due to

the nature of S&T efforts, these acquisitions are

generally much less complex than weapons system

acquisitions and, therefore, employ simplified source

selection procedures. However, recommended changes

resulting from the research may in some cases be

applicable to S&T procedures, which are derived from

the procedures under investigation.

Only those situations involving technical

competition were considered; acquisitions based on

price competition were excluded because different

procedures are utilized when low price is the sole

criterion for selecting the successful contractor.
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II. Literature Review

Introduction

Source selection requirements and policies are set

forth in Subpart 15.6 of the Federal Acquisition

RE__ulation (FAR); Air Force Regulation (AFR) 70-15,

Formal Source Selections for Major Acquisitions; AFR

70-30, Streamlined Source Selection Procedures; and

AFSC and product division supplements to these

regulations. These regulations are discussed below to

provide the reader with an understanding of the

process under investigation. This discussion is not

intended to address overy requirement of the

acquisition process, but will provide a comprehensive

delineation of source selection requirements. The

discussion will be limited to these regulations because

no previous research on the source selection process

was identified.

Discussion

For ease of presentation, the discussion will be

divided into four sections: policy, organization, pre-

evaluation activities, and proposal evaluation.

Policy. The source selection procedures described

in AFR 70-15 are mandatory for Major Defense

Acquisition Programs and Executive Programs. Major

5



Defense Acquisition Programs are those programs

estimated to exceed S200 milliun in Research,

Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) and s

billion in production in fiscal year (FY) 1980 dollars.

In FY88 dollars, this is approximately $300 million in

RDT&E and S1.6 billion in production (2:3). Other

programs which do not meet these dollar levels may be

designated as Major Defense Acquisition Programs by the

Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Air Force, or

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition.

Executive Programs are those programs selected based on

national significance, large resource commitment, or

management complexity' (2:3) to receive direct

oversight by the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

for Acquisition. These programs will be referred to

hereafter as *major programs.

AFR 70-30 source selection procedures are

applicable to non-major programs, full-scale

engineering development or production efforts estimated

to cost over $5 million, but less than major program

levels.



The source selection process is intended to

promote competition; minimize the complexity of the

solicitation, evaluation, and decision process; ensure

an impartial, comprehensive evai:~ation of proposals;

and ensure selection of the source whose proposal is

best expected to fulfill the government's requirements

(2:3; 5:3; 7:15-20). Consideration must be given to

technical, cost, and business factors (2:3; 5:3) in

determining which proposal is most advantageous to the

government.

Organization. Both AFR 70-15 and AFR 70-30

provide primary and alternate organizations.

Example diagrams of the two organizations are

presented below.

Every source selection is directed by a Source

Selection Authority (SSA), a government official

designated to ensure 'proper and efficient conduct of

the entire source selection process' (5:4). The SSA

has sole responsibility for making the source selection

decision. Based on the estimated dollar value of the

acquisition, importance of the goods or services

involved, and product division policies, the SSA will

be designated at various levels ranging from the

contracting officer to the Secretary of the Air Force.
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SOURCE
SELECTION

AUTHORITY (SSA)

SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION TEAM (SSET)

CONTRACT TECHNICAL
TEAM I TEAM

Figure 1. Alternate Organization for AFR 70-15 Source
Selection (2:27)

Primary Organization for AFR 70-30 Source
Selection (5:19)

The Source Select an Evaluation Board (SSEB),

shown in Figure 2, is an ad hoc team of government

specialists responsible for evaluating the proposals

against the minimum requirements of the solicitation.

The SSEB is divided into teams which perform different

functions. The ccgt team is responsible for performing

cost and price analyses and developing Most Probable

Cost estimates for all proposals. The contract

definitization team serves as the interface between the

government and the offerors, and is responsible for

negotiating contracts with all acceptable offerors.

Each technical team evaluates a different aspect of the

proposals, (e.g. engineering, test, logistics,

8



management) excluding contract and cost matters. These

team responsibilities are addressed in greater detail

in the sections of the discussion dealing with the

source selec.ion activities.

SOURCE
SELECTION

AUTHORITY (SSA)

O I ADVISORS

ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSAC)

SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD (SSEB)

TEAMS AND/OR PANELS

D
E T T T T

C F E E E E
0 1 C C C C

C N N H H H H
0 T I N N N N
S R T I I I I
T A I C C C C

C Z A A A A
T A L L L L

T
I
0
N

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --o- - - - - - - - -

Figure 2. Primary Organization for AFR 70-15 Source
Selection (2:27)

Alternate Organization for AFR 70-30 Source
Selection (5:19)
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The Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC),

Figure 2, is a panel of senior government personnel

appointed by the SSA to provide advice on conduct of

the source selection and to prepare a comparative

analysis of the proposals based on the evaluation by

the SSEB.

In the organization shown in Figure 1, the SSEB

and SSAC are combined into the Source Selection

Evaluation Team (SSET). The SSET is composed of a

contract team, which performs the functions of the cost

and contract definitization teams of the SSEB, and a

single technical team which evaluates all other aspects

of the proposals.

AFR 70-15 prohibits use of its alternate

organization (Figure 1) when the Secretary of the Air

Force acts as the SSA or when representatives of the

Secretariat participate in the source selection. This

prohibition is the only criterion in either regulation

concerning selection of an organization structure;

neither regulation states a preference for either

organization.

10



AFSC supplements to AFR 70-15 and AFR 70-30

require a Performance Risk Analysis Group (PRAG) as an

independent evaluation group, separate from the SSEB,

which reports directly to the SSAC (3:2) or as a

separate evaluation team within the SSET (6: ). The

PRAG is composed of senior government personnel with

extensive acquisition experience. The PRAG group is

responsible for evaluating the past performance of each

offeror and determining the performance risk associated

with each proposal (3:1; 6:4).

Pre-evaluation activities. This phase of the

source selection includes all activities from

identification of the requirement through receipt of

proposals.

The first significant activity c the pre-

evaluation phase is the Business Strategy Panel (2:11;

4:5) or Acquisition Strategy Panel (3:1; 6:4). These

panels are intended to review and approve the proposed

acquisition strategy, including such issues as

designation of the SSA, adequacy of the technical

requirements documents, source selection evaluation

criteria, quality assurance requirements, business

strategy, logistics, and any unusual aspects of the

acquisition (5:5).

11



Prospective sources for the acquisition mu, be

identified through market surveys which may range from

"contacts with knowledgeable federal and nonfederal

experts and results of recent market tests to more

formal sources such as ... announcements ...in the

Commerce Business Dailv (2:12).

A Source Selection Plan (SSP) describing the

program, source selection organization, pre-evaluation

activities, evaluation procedures and criteria,

acquisition strategy, and schedule for completing the

source selection events must be prepared by the program

office, reviewed by organizations determined by local

policy, and approved by the SSA.

The SSEB or SSET must develop the criteria by

which proposals will be evaluated. Three types of

evaluation criteria are required: cost criterion,

specific criteria, and assessment criteria.

Cost is a mandatory criterion to be evaluated as

an area for every source selection. Cost and/or price

analysis is used to determine the reasonableness,

realism, and completeness of the proposed price. Cost

is not rated; results of the cost/price analysis are

presented in narrative form (2:14; 5:7).

12



Specific criteria are derived from characteristics

of the program. Specific criteria deal with areaq

(e.g. technical, logistics, management, operational

utility) which are divided into items representing a

-reater level of detail. Items may be further broken

into factors and subfactors if the evaluation area is

complex. Only characteristics of the program which are

significant to program success should be included in

the specific criteria (2:14; 5:7).

AREA

IT EM I TEM

FACOR FATO FACTOR FATO FACTORI

I

FsUBFACTR SUATO

Figure 3. Graphic depiction of structure of specific
criteria.
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Assessment criteria are related to the offeror's

abilities as demonstrated in the proposal (2:14; 5:7).

Assessment criteria typically include soundness of

approach, understanding the problem, compliance with

requirements, and special technical factors.

Assessment criteria are applied against the specific

criteria in an evaluation matrix which must be

developed during the planning phases of the

acquisition.

AREA: TECHNICAL DESIGN AND INTEGRATION

SPECIFIC CRITERIA

Airframe R&M Avionics
Design Design

A Soundness
S C of Approach
S R
E I
S T Understanding
S E the Problem
M R
E I
N A Compliance
T with Reqmts

Figure 4. Evaluation Matrix (2:32; 5:21).
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The relative importance of the evaluation areas,

specific criteria, and assessment criteria must be

determined, because this information must be provided

to the offerors in the solicitation.

In addition to the aspects covered by the criteria,

general considerations such as past performance,

proposed contractual terms and conditions, and preaward

survey results are also evaluated. The SSEB or SSET

must determine what general cons:derations will apply,

because these considerations must be provided to the

offerors in the solicitation.

The SSEB or SSET must develop evaluation standards

which correspond to the evaluation criteria. The

standards set forth the minimum acceptable response to

a requirement; they are used to measure whether a

proposal meets, exceeds, or fails t( neet the

requirements (2:15; 5:8). The evaluation standards are

not included in the solicitation document.

The SSEB or SSET must prepare, for inclusion in

the solicitation, a comprehensive set of instructions

for proposal preparation. These instructions address

content and format of the information to be provided to

the government for evaluation.

15



The final pre-evaluation activity is the

preparation and issuance of the solicitation document,

the Request for Proposal (RFP). The contracting

officer is responsible for preparing the RFP, using

information and documents provided by the program

manaSer and other team members, and obtaining the

reviews and approvals required before its release.

Proposal evaluation and contract award. This

phase of the source selection process begins with the

receipt of proposals from the offerors.

If desired, the SSEB or SSET may require the

offerors to conduct oral briefings to provide the

overviews of their proposals. Oral presentations must

occur before the evaluation process begins. If oral

presentations are required, evaluators must attend all

or none of the presentations 'to eliminate bias and to

ensure objectivity during the evaluation process'

(2:15).

The technical evaluators compare each proposal to

the evaluation standards to determine the adequacy of

each proposal and assign ratings to each. The team

must document every instance in which a proposal fails

to meet the minimum requirements of the solicitation;

these documents are called deficiency reports. The

evaluators must also document any aspects of the

16



proposal which require clarificaticn because the data

provided is contradictory or inadequate to evaluate;

these documents are called clarification requests. The

clarification requests are immediately sent by the

contract team to the offeror to request the needed

clarification. The deficiency reports are held by the

contract team until the initial technical evaluation is

completed. Disposition of these reports will be

addressed below.

The products of this evaluation are the deficiency

reports, clarification requests, and a written report

which must address, at a minimum:

what is offered; whether it meets or
fails to meet the standard; any strengths
or weaknesses; what, in the evaluator's
opinion, may be done to remedy a
deficiency; the impact of any deficiency;
and a risk assessment of the offeror's
ability to perform. (2:15)

The evaluator must also convert the assigned ratings to

color ratings as shown in Figure 5.

The cost and/or price analysis is performed by the

cost team, if one exists in the organization, or the

contract team. The evaluation typically includes both

cost and price analysis. Cost analysis is a detailed

examination of all elements of cost proposed and

requires the performance of an audit of the proposal by

the Defense Contract Audit Agency and field pricing

17



report by the contract administration office. The

findings of the audit, field pricing report, and

technical evaluation are applied to the cost proposal

to determine a fair and reasonable price for the

proposed effort. Price analysis generally compares the

proposed price of the system to prices of similar

systems to determine its reasonableness. On major

programs, *an additional measurement of cost or price

reasonableness and reAlism" (2:17) is required. This

additional check requires that the government develop a

Most Probable Cost estimate which is based on the

results of the cost analysis of the proposed costs and

represents the estimated cost of ownership of the

system throughout its lifetime. This Most Probable

Cost is then compared to the proposed cost and the

previously prepared program office estimate.

After completion of the initial evaluation, the

contracting officer makes a competitive range

determination for approval by the SSA to determine

which offerors will be included in the discussion phase

of the source selection process. If a proposal does

not have a reasonable chance of being selected for

award, the proposal may be declared to be outside of

the competitive range and excluded from further

consideration in the source selection. A proposal is

18



considered to be outside the competitive range if it

does not address essential requirements of the

solicitation, is so deficient that further

consideration would require a complete revision of the

proposal, or contains major deficiencies which

discussions could not be expected to cure (2:19; 5:10-

11). Affected offerors must be notified immediately of

their exclusion from the competitive range. Following

the competitive range determination, the contract team

issues the deficiency reports to the apprcpriate

offerors, providing an opportunity for the offerors to

revise their proposals to remedy the deficiencies.

Discussions are conducted by the contract

definitization team of the SSEB or contract team of the

SSET. Discussions must be held with all offerors

determined to be in the competitive range. During

discussions, offerors must be given an opportunity to

correct any remaining deficiencies in the proposals and

to resolve any uncertainties and suspected mistakes.

The discussions may not reveal any aspects of proposals

submitted by other offerors, provide notice of proposal

weaknesses caused by the offeror's lack of diligence in

preparing the proposal, or use auction techniques to

reach an expected price (7:15-21).

19



COLOR RATING DEFINITION

Blue Exceptional Exceeds specified performance
or capability in a beneficial
way to the Air Force; and has
high probability of
satisfying the requirement;
and has no significant
weakness.

Green Acceptable Meets evaluation standards;
and has good probability of
satisfying the requirement;
and any weaknesses can be
readily corrected.

Yellow Marginal Fails to meet evaluation
standards; and has low
probability of satisfying the
requirement; and has
significant deficiencies but
correctable.

Red Unacceptable Fails to meet a minimum
requirement; and deficiency
requires a major revision to
the proposal to make it
correct.

Figure 5. Color Codes for Proposal Ratings (2:16).

When discussions with all offerors are complete,

the contracting officer affords all offerors a final

opportunity to revise the proposals through the

issuance of a request for Best and Final Offers

(BAFOs). The request for BAFO includes a complete

contract which the offeror must sign and return with

the BAFO.

20



In the BAFO, an offeror may modify any aspect of

the proposal, provided that adequate rational* for any

change is included. After receipt of the BAFOs, the

evaluators must update the evaluations to reflect any

changes made by the offerors.

For AFR 70-i5 source selections, the SSEB must

submri the results of the evaluations to the SSAC in an

executive summary report and an oral briefing. Based

on the executive summary report and briefing, the SSAC

prepares an analysis report which compares the

proposals and presents the results of the discussions

and BAFOs. The SSAC is also responsible for preparing a

source selection briefing based on the comparative

report which presents to the SSA all the information

required to make the source selection decision (2:20).

When the procedures of AFR 70-30 are used, the

SSET prepares a Proposal Analysis Report based on the

evaluation reports prepared by the evaluation teams.

The SSET also presents a briefing of the evaluation

results to the SSA for his decision (5:11).

21



The SSA decision is tran3mitted to the cont * ,

officer in the source selection decision documunt

s~gned by the SSA. The document sets forth the

*,ioision, rationale for the decision, and, if awai aa

, be made . other than the low offeror, a

determinat i that *the tochnical superiority of the

higher priced proposal warrants the additional cost

involved' (2:21/22; 5:12; t:10).

The coiaLpacting officer executes the signed

contract submitted with the winning offeror's BAFO,

completes any final contract reviews required, provides

the congressional and other notifications required,

notifies the unsuccessful offerors, and effects

distribution of the fully executed contract. The

source selection is complete.

22



Relattonship to Research

The regulations which were reviewed in this

chapter served as a basis for the list of activities

and sub-activities which was developed for the

interviews used in gathering the data for this study.

These regulations also served as a basis for

analyzing the source selection process as presented by

the interview subjects and their suggested changes to

the process.

The methodology used in developing the list and

performing the analyses referred to above are addressed

in the following chapter.
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III. Methodology

Overview

This chapter describes the research methodology

used to answer the research questions posed in this

study:

1) What are the major factors contributing

to the length of the process? Can these factors bit

controlled?

2) What local initiatives have been

implemented to expedite source selections? How

effective have these initiatives been?

The discussion includes the development of the

interview instrument, subject selection, interview

protocol, and data analysis. A brief summary concludes

the chapter.

Interview Instrument Development

A semi-structured interview was determined to be

the appropriate method for gathering data for this

field experiment. A survey was inappropriate because

the desired information was not quantitative in nature,

and could only be obtained through verbal explanation

and assessment of the participants' experiences. A

structured interview was too inflexible for the
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circumstances. The semi-structured interview was

determined to be the most suitable instrument to gather

qualitative information, and to allow follow-up

questions determined by the responses given.

The interview, Appendix A, was based on a list of

source selection activities which was derived from the

regulations discussed in Chapter II and the

researcher's experience with source selections at

Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD). The activities on

the list were:

PRE-EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
Business Strategy Panel/Acquision Strategy

Panel
Identification of sources
Source Selection Plan
Evaluation criteria development
Evaluation standards
Instructions to offerors
Request for Proposal issuance

PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND CONTRACT AWARD
Receipt of proposals
Quick Look briefing or memo
Oral brief'ngs by offerors
Technical evaluation
Mid-Term briefing
Cost/price analysis/Most Probable Cost

estimate
Competitive range determination
Model contracts
Discussions
Best and Final Offers
Technical evaluation update
SSEB Executive Summary Report
SSEB briefing to SSAC
SSAC Analysis Report
SSET Proposal Analysis Report
Final SSA briefing
SSA decision document
Contract execution
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Several of the activities were further divided into sub-

activities, A complete list of all the activities and

sub-activitios can be found in Appendix A.

A list of basic questions was developed to elicit

the information needed to answer the investigative

questions. The interview questions were divided into

four general areas:

1) The first section of the interview was

designed to identify problem areas in the source

selection process. The repondents were required

to review every activity on the list, identify the

activities with which they had no experience, rate all

other activities as *not a problem* or as 'minor',

"modepate', or *major* problems. For each activity

identified as a problem, a series of questions was

asked concerning the nature of the problem experienced,

the cause of the problem, what immediate actions were

taken to deal with the problem, and suggestions for

long-term solutions to prevent the problem in the

future.

2) The second section of the interview

was designed to look at the source selection activities

from a cost/benefit point of view; that is, does the

benefit derived from the activity justify the

investment of time or resources needed to complete it?
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3) The next portion of the interview addressed

initiatives which had been implemented to avoid or

solve recurring problems or to expedite source

selection schedules.

4) The ?inal portion of the interview offered the

subjects the epportunity to make any other comments on

the source selection process or the interview.

In addition to this information on the source

selection process, limited work-related background

information was gathered on the interview subjects.

The background information consisted of:

1) job title,
2) years of government contracting

experience,
3) other non-buyer/PCO acquisition-

related experience,
4) experience at other AFSC product

divisions, and,
5) extent of source selection

experience.

This data was collected to define the sample from which

the information was drawn.

After the interview questions were drafted, thrP4

pretest interviews were conducted, using the same

protocol as the actual interviews. The subjects for

the pretest interviews were ASD contracting personnel

who had a familiarity with source selection procedures,

but who were not in the population being considered by

this research; these subjects had conducted source
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selections related to science and technology (S&T)

efforts. The pretest interviews were conducted to

ensure that the questions were easily understood and

that they elicited the information desired. The

interview protocol was used to allow the researcher to

become more familiar with the intended protocol, in

order to be more fluent and at ease during the actual

interviews. No interview questions were revised as a

result of the pretest interviews.

Subject Selection

Because this was a purposive, non-probability,

judgmentai sampling, subjects were chosen for their

experience with the topic rather than by random

campling. Candidates for the interview were ASD

contracting personnel who had recent ex'erience with

source selections for full-scale engineering

development or production programs over s5 million.

The research was limited to ASD because of time and

resource conztraints. The experience requirement and

selection of ASD as the research location determined

the size of the population. A list of source selecticns

which had been completed within the last 18 months was

obtained from ASD/PMPS, the ASD source selection

office. Seventeen source selections and 18 points of
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contact were included. The individuals listed for each

source selection were contacted to schedule interviews.

In several cases, the original participants in the

source selections had been re-assigned to different ASD

organizations, and the listed individual had begun to

work on the program after the source selection had been

completed. The names of the original participants were

obtained, and a total of 19 individuals were identified

as the population. Of the 19 possible subjects, one

individual was an Air Force officer who had been re-

assigned from ASD, and was thus no longer available to

be interviewed. One individual refused to participate.

Two individuals agreed to be interviewed, but did not

appear for the interviews. Three individuals were

unavailable due to workload or temporary duty

considerations. A total of 12 Individuals participated

in the interviews.

Protocol

At least one day before the interviews, the

subjects were provided copies of the interview package

which is included as Appendix A. It was requested that

they complete the section on work experience before the

interview started. The lists of source selection

activities and questions were provided to allow the
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subjects to become familiar with the areas to be

addressed. The subjects were also asked to identify

the activities with which they had no experience.

These actions were intended to minimize the time

required to conduct the interviews.

The interviews were conducted face to face at ASD.

Responses were recorded in writing during the

interviews; the instruments used by the researcher had

been designed to facilitate note-taking, and the pace

of the interviews was slow enough to alloy) adequate

written documentation.

At the start of the interview, the participants

were told that their names would be listed as interview

subjects, but that their responses would be anonymous;

no program specific information would be included in

Chapter IV, and no responses would be tied to any names

of the interview subjects. This guarantee of anonymity

was believed by the researcher to be necessary to

ensure that honest, open responses were provided.

30



The subjects were generally very cooperative and

appeared to be interested in providing extensive and

reliable information. It appeared to the researcher

that the participants felt that they had valuable

information to contribute, and that their participation

could provide the basis for meaningful change in the

source selection process.

During the interview, the researcher frequently

used follow-up questions to elicit further information

about problem areas. The individual follow-up

questions were based on the responses given by the

subjects and the types of information desired.

For ease of conducting the interview, the list of

activities was divided into two sections: 1) pre-

evaluation activities, and 2) proposal evaluation and

contract award. Each section of the list was handled

separately.

4nalysis

Statistical analysis of the responses was limited

to frequency distributions of the *major, moderate,

minor, not a problem, no experience' responses. Every

source selection activity identified as a problem of

any magnitude was addressed in narratives which
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summarize and compare the interview responses. Any

suggested long-term solutions to these problems were

analyzed, both for compatibility with requiremerts of

law and practicality of implementation.

The results of the analysis of the interview

responses were used to compile a list of

recommendations for changes in regulation, policy, or

procedures and suggestions for further research.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the methodology used in

conduct of this research project from formulation of

the interview questions through data analysis. The

results of this methodology will be presented in

Chapter IV.
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IV. Findings and Analysis

Overview

This chapter presents the research findings

resulting from the previously described methodology.

Following a description of the sample from which the

information was obtained, the results of the interviews

will be presented and analyzed. The interview was

divided into four areas:

1) source selection problem areas and
suggested solutions;

2) cost/benefit of source selection
activities;

3) initiatives to improve source selection;
and,

4) general comments on the process.

The discussion of the interview findings will be

divided in the same manner. A brief summary will

complete the chapter.

Description of the Sample

The sample for this research project consisted of

12 individuals. While this is a small sample, the

total population consisted of only ig people. The

individuals in the sample displayed considerable •

knowledge on the source selection process, were very

forthcoming in their responses, and provided an

adequate sample for a pilot research study such as

this.
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The interview subjects had worked as government

contract negotiators and/or contracting officers for an

average of over 12.5 years. The range of experience

was from 3.5 to 27 years. The distribution of

experience is shown in Table 1. One individual cited

1.5 years of contracting experience with Air Force

Logistics Command; the other individuals had worked

only at ASD. All the interview subjects were

civilians; one Air Force officer was a member of the

populatiou but was no longer assigned at ASD. No

members of the sample had non-buyer/PCO acquisition-

related experience. More than half the sample had

participated in only one major source selection; the

average for the sample was 1.9, with a maximum of four.

This information is shown in Table 2. Many individuals

in the sample had also participated in source

selections which are outside the scope of this study

(under $5 million or science and technology).

All individuals in the sample had an adequate

amount of general contracting experience to be

considered credible. While source selection experience

was rather limited, this was to be expected; many

contracting offices at ASD do very limited numbers of

major source selections, if any. The greatest number

of source selections are conducted in organizations
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such as Aeronautical Equipment (ASD/AE) or Trainin8

Systems (ASD/YW), which manage a number of programs.

Offices which manage a single large program, such as

the F-15 (ASD/VF) or F-16 (ASD/YP), conduct most of

their business through sole source contracts with the

airframe manufacturers. Therefore, the possibility

of obtaining experience in source selection is related

to the organizations to which a contract negotiator is

-ssgnad and the frequency of Job rotation. An

additional factor in source selection experience is the

limited number of major source selections conducted by

the entire product division. Only seventeen major

source selections were completed at ASD between

February 1988 and June 1989.

Table 1. Contracting experience of sample members.

Experience No. of Respondents
(in years)

1- 5 1
6 -10 5
11 - 15 4
16 -20 0
21 - 25 1
26 -30 1
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Table 2. Source selection experience of sample.

No. of source selections No. of respondents

1 7
2 0
3 4
4 1

Problem Areas and Suggested Solutions

For this portion of the interview, subjects

identified source selection activities with which they

had no experience, and r.tcd tho other source selection

activities as 'not a problem* or as *minor',

"moderate*, or 'major* problems. Two of the

respondents also insisted on rating several items as

"moderate to major" and Ominor to moderate,* although

these were not among the desired responses. The

summary of the responses to this portion of the

interview is detailed in Appendix B. !or each

activity rated as a problem, the problems experienced,

causes of those problems, how the problems were

addressed, and how they might be avoided in the future

were discussed.

Only five individuals cited activities with which

they had no experience. This information was

requested because not all the activities listed are

included in all source selections; the researcher did

36



not want to show an activity as *not a probl9m" if the

lack of problems could have been due to a lack of use of

the activity. However, a total of only 16 activities

were cited. The maximum number of 'no experience*

responses for any activity was two. These responses

are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Activitie3 receiving 'No Experience'

Responses

Activity Number of Responses

Business Strategy Panel/
Acquisition Strategy Panel 2

Source Selection Plan
Preparation I
Approval I

Evaluation criteria development 1

Evaluation standards development I

oral briefings by offerors 2

Cost and price analysis/
Most Probable Cost estimate 1

Technical evaluation update 1

SSEB Executive Summary Report 2

SSEB briefing to SSAC 2

SSAC Analysis Report 2

Total 1
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A total of 94 problems were identified by the

respondents. The average number of problems per

interview was 7.8, with a range from 1 to 16. The most

fzequently identified problem activity (including its

sub-activities) was *technical evaluation,* named 19

times. Only five activities were rated as 'not a

problem* by all respondents having experience with

these activities:

1) oral briefings by offerors,
2) competitive range determination,
3) SSEB Executive Summary Report,
4) SSEB briefing to SSAC, and,
5) SSET Proposal Analysis Report.

Each activity cited as a problem will be addressed

separately. For the convenience of the reader, the

number of problem responses is shown after each

activity name. The discussion for each problem

activity is divided into two sections. The first

section provides the information derived from the

interviews. The second section contains the

researcher's analysis of that information.

Business Strategy Panel (BSP)/Acquisition Strategy

Panel (ASP). (Moderate - 1; Minor - 3)

Responses. The moderate problem concerned

guidance given by the ASP. The respondent felt that

the guidance received is not always logical and may

result in increased costs for the program. Examples of
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such guidance included changing the contract type for a

development effort to firm fixed price and, in another

instance, changing the basis for award to place more

emphasis on technical aspects when the acquisition team

had Judged cost/price to be the most important factor

in selecting the successful offeror. The cause cited

by the respondent was politics overcoming good business

decisions. At the time, the participants attempted to

influence the outcome of the ASP; after failing in

that, the only means of dealing with ASP guidance which

was opposed to the team's Judgment was to accept and

implement the guidance given. The respondent's

proposed solution was to ensure that good business (as

opposed to political) decisions are made up front. No

specific means of implementing this solution was

provided.

A minor problem cited for the BSP/ASP activity

concerned the inability to o~tain a waiver to the

requirement to conduct a BSP for a program which was

considered routine and had no unusual aspects. The

cause of this failure was unknown to the respondent. A
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BSP was conducted, which resulted in a schedule slip.

The proposed long-term solution included a more liberal

waiver policy for acquisitions which are routine in

nature, and better planning by the acquisition team to

accomodate unforeseen occurrences such as the inability

to obtain waivers, so that schedule impacts could be

mitigated.

Another minor problem involved conflicting

interpretations of the recommendations made by the

BSP. In this case, team members held a meeting

during which a consensus was reached. This problem

has since been solved by implementation of an

administrative requirement which provides an uninvolved

party to attend the panel and record the minutes.

The third minor problem concerned the lack of

adequate planning by the acquisition team; the team did

not begin preparation far enough in advance of the ASP.

The cause of this problem involved workload

considerations; team members had other workload for

which they were responsible, and ASP preparation was

not made a priority over other workload. The problem

was solved by having the SPO director assign a priority
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to ASP preparation. The respondent suggested earlier

identification of the potential problem caused by

delaying ASP preparation, and earlier assignment of a

priority to this preparation activity to prevent this

problem in the future.

Analysis. Two of the four problems related

to the BSP/ASP involved the unwillingness of

authorities outside of a program office to accept the

judgment of those most knowledgeable about the

acquisition. While overmight by uninvolved experts

can provide a useful balance to the parochial views of

the program team, these strategy reviews sometimes

serve 'political* interests at the expense of good

business judgment. This would appear to be an arena

where the decentralization of decision-making

could provide a benefit to the acquisition process.

Because numvrrous management reviews are required for

major source selections, it would appear that deletion

of the BSP/ASP requirement for these acquisitions would

not jeopardize management oversight responsibilities.

Changes to AFR 70-15, AFR 70-30, and the AFSC

regulation on Acquisition Strategy Panels would be

needed to delete the BSP/ASP requirement for source

selections.
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Identification of Sources. (Moderate - 1;

Minor - 4)

Responses. All re9pondents cited the same

issue related to identification of sources. The

regulatory requirements for this activity include a

market survey, which, because its formal definition is

nebulous, is generally conducted through a formal

advertisement in the Commerce Business Daily, and a

synopsis required by the Competition in Contracting Act

(CICA), which must be accomplished by advertising in

the Commerce Business Daily. The market survey is

meant to discover qualified sources for the

acquisition; only those sources who appear to have the

requisite capabilities are placed on the source list.

The CICA synopsis requirements allow no screening of

potential sources; all respondents are placed on the

source list and receive copies of the solicitation

documents. In effect, two virtually identical synopses

are required, which result in numerous unqualified

sources on the source list. This problem was caused by

the unclear definition of a market survey and the lack

of ability to screen respondents to the CICA synopsis.

The usual method of dealing with this problem has been

to publish two synopses and send RFPs to all
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respondents. Suggestions for long-term solutions

included:

1) combining the market survey and synopsis
requiremuntu t allo ..... .. .....

2) changing the FAR requirements for the
CICA synopsis to allow screening of the
capabilities of the respondents to
limit the source list to qualified
sources; and,

3) changing the FAR requirements for the
CICA synopsis to require respondents to
identify themselves as manufacturers or
marketeers/consultants and to require
non-manufcturing concerns to pay for
solicitation documents as a cost of
doing business.

Analysis. All three suggested solutions

appear to be reasonable approaches to this problem.

The most conservative suggestion, combining the

announcements, would eliminate one step from the

acquisition process and result in a minor reduction of

the time involved. The ability to screen respondents

and/or charge non-manufacturing concerns for RFPs would

provide a greater benefit to the acquisition system;

the administrative effort required for reproduction and

mailing dozens of solicitation documents, when only two

or three proposals are exp cted, is a burden on the

acquisition system which involves no return on

investment. It could be argued that allowing the

elimination of prospective source- could unfairly

restrict access to the contracting system; however,

criteria for screening could be developed to minimize
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the possibilities for abuse. Implementation of any of

these suggestions would require a change to the FAR;

changes to the Cl A synopsis might require changes to

public law, depending on the detail included in CICA

addressing the synopsis requirements.

Source Selection Plan (SSP). (Major - 1;

Moderate - 1; Minor - 1)

Responses. The major problem related to the

SSP concerned the time required for preparation of the

plan due to the number of revisions required. This

problem was caused by the lack of knowledge of the

planning process and the required content and format of

the SSP on the part of personnel charged with preparing

the plan. The problem was corrected through meetings

with the program office to work out the problems. The

suggested long-term solution was education; the

responuent suggested that a short course be developed,

based on ASD source selection procedures, to

familiarize participants with SSP requirements.

The moderate problem 'ealt with the inclusion of

too many evaluation factors in the SSP. The evaluators

responsible for these inputs to the plan wanted to

evaluate too many aspects of the proposals; they had to

be pursuaded that the streamlining initiatives required

a reduction in the scope of the technical evaluation.
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A meeting between the appropriate directors was

required to accomplish this end. The long-term

solution for this problem involved enforcement of

existing regulatory guidance that limits the number of

evaluation factors.

The minor problem was very similar to the major

problem discussed above. In addition to the previously

cited cause, this respondent also cited lack of early

involvement of contracting personnel as a cause of the

problem. In addition to suggesting education of the

plan preparers as to format and contents of the plan,

this respondent suggested early involvement of

contracting personnel in the planning process as a

means of avoiding problems with SSP preparation.

Analysis. Earlier involvement of contracting

personnel in the planning process for source selections

is needed to ensure that all contracting issues are

adequately considered. The failure of program

management personnel to seek this involvement can be

caused by conflict between the program management and

contracting functions which results from the different

roles which are served by the functions. This conflict

must be overcome so that the teamwork which is

necessary for efficient conduct of source selections

can be achieved.
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The lack of knowledge of the source selection

process cited by these respondents reflects a common

theme of the interviews. While the SSP in itself does

not represent a significant problem in the source

selection process, the ignorance which surrounds the

planning to be reflected in the SSP is a significant

factor; this ignorance will be cited again and again

throughout this study. The formal training suggested

to eliminate problems with the SSP would require an Air

Force commitment of additional resources for developing

and conducting the training course, but is desireable

to achieve improvements in the performance of source

selection participants.

Evaluation criteria development. (Major - 3;

Moderate - 3)

Responses. All respondents cited similar

problems with evaluation criteria development. The

cited problems included criteria that wore:

1) inaccurate;
2) not limited to items which were

important to the evaluation;
3) appeared to favor a particular approach

or contractor;
4) too specific;
5) inappropriate;
6) not well thought-out;
7) not well written;
8) required numerous re-writes; and,
9) did not reflect the proper priorities

of the technical evaluation or
correlate with the evaluation standards
and instructions to offerors.
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The moat frequently cited cause for these problems was

a general lack of understanding on the part of program

managers and engineers of the source selection process

and how evaluation criteria fit into that process (and

relate to other documents such as the evaluation

standards and instructions to offerors). Another cause

cited by several respondents was personnel turnover;

the lack of team continuity from year to year results

in the loss of learning and need to train new

participants for every source selection. An element of

this cause was the emphasis placed on source selection

experience in the promotion process; several

respondents felt that this emphasis encouraged

personnel to participate in one source selection as a

square-filling exercise, which prevents the development

of expertise in the process. The problems were

resolved through numerous reviews and corrections of

the criteria and through team meetings to thrash out

the problems. Suggested solutions centered on

education. Three of the six respondents suggested that

ASD/PMPS, the Source Selection Division, develop a

short course on source selection to be conducted very

early in the planning stages. The course should focus

on planning for source selections and provide

instruction in preparation of the required documents
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and how they relate to each other. One respondent

suggested that completion of the Statement of Work and

specification be required before development of

evaluation criteria could begin. Another suggestion

proposed that the evaluation criteria be approved at

the ASP to require early development and multi-

disciplinary review of the criteria.

Analysis. Half of the respondents cited

significant problems with evaluation criteria

development. These problems flow throughout the process

because many other documents or activities build on or

relate to the criteria. Elimination of the problems

with this activity could provide a significant benefit

to the entire process.

The problems cited for evaluation criteria

development re-inforce the need for formal training to

provide an understanding of the source selection

process. If the participants do not understand the

process, it is unlikely that they will see the

relationships between the various documents and

activities. An understanding of the process should

eliminate the failure to tie the evaluation criteria to

the requirements documents of the RFP, the evaluation
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standards, and the instructions to offerors. The

participants would be better able to write objective,

relevant, and meaningful criteria.

The issue of personnel turnover and resultant lack

of source selection expertise were not addressed by the

respondents in their long-term solutions for dealing

with problems in developing evaluation criteria. This

situation will be addressed in the analysis of

technical evaluation problems and in the fourth section

of this chapter, which presents the general comments of

the respondents.

Evaluation standards. (Major - 3;

Moderate - 1)

Responses. Problems cited for evaluation

standards were very similar to those cited for

evaluation criteria. The cited problems included

standards that were:

1) unfair;
2) not definitive;
3) not specific;
4) inaccurate;
5) did not reflect the RFP requirements;

and,
6) did not correlate with the evaluation

criteria and instructions to offeror.

Cited causes for these problems included:

1) a lack of understanding of the source
selection process;

2) lack of familiarity with the technical
requirements of the RFP;
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3) ignorance of the relationship between
various parts od the RFP (that standards
flow from technical requirements and
evaluation criteria);

4) preparation of related RFP documents
by different personnel and as separate
entities;

5) lack of training; and,
6) time constraints.

Two respondents stated that t>e problems were resolved

through team meetings to refi ie the standards. One

respondent was unable to influence the situation. In

the final instance, the problems with the standards

were not discovered until the technical evauation was

in process and the bad standards made the evaluation

impossible. The RFP and evaluation standards had to be

modified, and the technical evaluation re-accomplished.

Long-term solutions centered around formal training to

educate team members about the purpose and development

of evaluation standards. Another suggestion concerned

ensuring that team members responsible for preparing

the standards are knowledgeable of the technical

requirements in the RFP. It was also recommended that

the Statement of Work and specifications be completed

before development of the evaluation standards.

Analysis. One-third of the respondents had

experienced significant problems related to evaluation

standards. Again, many of the problems resulted from a

lack of understanding of the source selection process
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and the relationships between the various documents and

activities. These problems could be mitigated through

formal education.

An additional problem concerned the lack of

familiarity of technical team members with the

technical requirements of the RFP, resulting in the

development of standards which did not reflect the RFP

requirements. This problem would seem to indicate a

lack of diligence on the part of the technical team

chief, program manager, and/or SSEB chairman. These

individuals should, as part of their reviews of the

source selection documents, ensure the accuracy of all

standards by checking the sources of those standards in

the technical requirements documents. This problem

could have been influenced by time constraints, which

were cited by respondents; quality may have been

sacrificed to schedule.

Instructions to offerors (ITO). (Major - 2;

Moderate - 2)

Responses. Both respondents who cited major

problems with the ITO focused on the scope of

information required by the ITO. In both cases, the

instructions required the offerors to submit

significant amounts of data which would not or could

not be evaluated. In one case, the ITO was 100 pages
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in length, single-spaced, which is the same number of

pages the offeror was allowed for the technical

proposal. An additional problem related to the failure

of the ITO to coincide with the evaluation criteria and

standards. Those who cited moderate problems with the

ITO found that extensive changes were required to the

instructions; in one case, the drafters attempted to

mandate contractual requirements through the ITO.

Causes cited by the respondents included:

1) a lack of understanding of the source
selection process;

2) lack of knowledge of the 'canned' ITO,
which led to inclusion of unneccessary
data and deletion of needed information;

3) lack of integrated review of the ITO;
4) lack of knowledge concerning what

information is needed to demonstrate
compliance with standards;

5) lack of training; and,
6) time constraints.

Team review of the ITO and a meeting between the SSEB

deputy chairman and the area chiefs were used to deal

with these problems. Suggestions for long-term

solutions included early meetings between functionals

and area chiefs to foater a true understanding of the

contents and purpose of the ITO, and formal training.

One individual suggested the formation of small inter-

disciplinary teams to prepare the ITO as an integrated

document, rather than piece-mealing modified boiler-

plate ITO segments together.
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Analysis. One-third of the respondents also

had significant problems with the ITO. These problems

were often related to the problems experienced with

evaluation criteria and standards, and had the common

cause of lack of understanding of the source selection

process. The problems with the ITO involve all

functional disciplines of the source selection team;

the ITO consolidates the data needs of every functional

area. In addition to formal education, preparation of

an integrated ITO by a small inter-disciplinary team

drawn from the SSEB or SSET would %.ppear to be a viable

approach to minimizing the problems encountered.

Purchase Request (PR) package development.

(Major - 4; Moderate - 2; Minor - 2)

Responses. Three of the four respondents

who characterized PR package development as a major

problem stated that the requirements packages delivered

by the program office to contracting were deficient.

The packages were missing documents or were disjointed,

with no flow between related parts such as the

Statement of Work, evaluation criteria, instructions to

offerors, and basis for award. The packages required

major corrections before they were suitable for use by

the contracting offices. Causes cited included:
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1) lack of knowledge of the required
contents of a PR package;

2) lack of a definitive operating
instruction covering PR package
contents and preparation;

3) failure to involve contracting
personnel early in the acquisition
cycle; and,

4) lack of understanding of the source
selection process.

These problems were corrected by returning the package

to the originating office with extensive comments on

content and format, modifying the contract after award

to correct errors and provide missing information, and

holding team meetings and reviews to resolve the

issues. Suggestions to avoid the problem in the future

included earlier involvement by contracting personnel

in acquisition planning and the requirements

development process, development of a detailed

operating instruction on PR package requirements, and

education on the source selection process.

The fourth problem characterized as major involved

a PR package which did not accurately reflect the

desired program, resulting in the receipt of proposals

which exceeded the program budget. The PR package had

included excessive requirements, such as full cost

reporting on a firm fixed price contract, and included

requirements which were not properly tailored for the

program. The problem was solved by de-scoping the

effort to delete excessive or inappropriate
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requirements and re-soliciting. The suggested long-

term solution was to ensure that requirements are

appropriately tailored to the program; no means of

ensuring such tailoring was suggested.

Both subjects who cited moderate problems with PR

package development had experienced problems with the

requirements definition process, Requirements for the

program were not defined well early in the process and

continued to change throughout the source selection.

One of these respondents stated that translating the

general requirements of the Statement of Need into the

detailed requirements of a Statement of Work and

specifications was very difficult and frequently led

to conflicts between the engineers and users. The

cited causes were:

1) a lack of understanding of mission
requirements on the part of those
responsible for writing the
detailed requirements documents;

2) that users frequently have a particular
equipment item or system in mind,
while the engineers in the program
office have no "vested interest* in
any system; and,

3) conflict between the users and the
acquisition community due to users'
lack of knowledge of acquisition
procedures and regulations.
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The prohalims were handled by making changes to the

Statement of Work and specifications throughout the

source selection and after contract award, and through

persistence by engineering and contracting parsonnel to

overcome the users' pre-existing product interests.

Long-term solutions were to define the requirements

early in the process. to ensure greater familiarity

with mission requirements. and to m tigate the effects

of politics in the system, which can cause personnel to

push the 'party line* rather than being realistic about

what can be achieved technically.

Both minor problems concerned incomplete PR

packages and the failure of the program office to

provide the packages to the contracting office in a

timely manner. Lack of knowledge and a definitive

standard for PR packages were cited as the cause.

Discussions with the drafters of the packages were

held to resolve the problems. The suggested long-term

solution, in both cases, was the development of

internal operating instructions defining the contents

of a PR package.

Analysis. Development of the PR package

represents an area where significant improvement could

be made in the source selection process; eight of the

twelve respondents identified problems with this
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activity. Becatuse PR packages and their problems are

not unique to source selections, improvements in this

area could benefit all types of acquisitions.

In addition to the previously cited need for

formal education on the source selection process, the

respondents also cited the need for a standard defining

required PR package contents. The researcher is aware

that some contracting directorates at ASD have

developed operating instructions which address PR

package contents; other directorates could easily

develop such standards to alleviate this problem.

An additional factor is the lack of quality

control for PR packages. If adequate tecnnical

reviews of the completed packages were accomplished

before the PR packages left the program office, the

number of inadequate packages should be reduced.

The problem with requirements definition cited by

two respondents is not so easily dealt with. This

problem has been cited by critics of the defense

acquisition system (8:145-147; 9:107-117). If

politics could be removed from the requirements -

definition process, this problem would be alleviated;

however, reforms to the methods of requirements

definition are beyond the scope of this study.
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Request for Proposal (RFP) preparation and

review. (Major - 2; Moderate - 3; Minor - 1)

Responses. Both major problems were related

to the RFP review process. One respondent cited the

late receipt of review comments from AFSC, which

necessitated an extension to the proposal due date to

accomodate the comments. This problem was caused by a

'business as usual' review of the RFP by AFSC. The

problem was handled by extending the due data for

proposals to answer or implement the AFSC comments.

The suggested solution was the establishment of a time

limit for AFSC review of RFPs.

The second major problem involved the number of

reviews required. For a high dollar program, the

following reviews are required:

1) Acquisition Review Team (ART) -
require approximately one month
including preparation, briefing,
reviews, response to comments,
and resolution of problems;

2) Legal review by JAG - requires
three to five days, minimum;

3) Contracting directorate review -

requires three to five days
minimum;

4) Contract review committee-- requires
five days minimum; and,

5) AFSC contract review committee -
review is accomplished after release
of RFP and may be waived if AFSC
workload is heavy. The lack of a
review on the RFP can cause problems
at contract award after a signed
contract has been received from the
contractor.
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These multiple reviews can result in conflicting

opinions which must be resolved by the contracting

office, often resulting in constant changes to all

parts of the RFP. The cited cause of this problem was

related to the recent streamlining initiatives, which

have shortened the time available for activities

between release of the RFP and source selection

decision, but added to the time required for up-front,

unmonitored activities by adding requirements like the

ART. In addition, mandates by the SSA to award

without discussions caused reviewers to be over-

cautious, lengthening the time required for the

reviews. Under extremely unusual circumstances,

certain reviews may be waived; generally, however, the

only choice for dealing with this problem was to

accomplish all the required reviews and resolve all the

review comments. rhe suggested solution for this

problem called for allowing the ART to serve as the sole

RFP review at ASD. All participants in the current ASD

review process participate in the ART; therefore, when

the ART is complete, all parties could sign off on the

RFP at that time to complete the ASD review cycle in

one step.

All the moderate problems cited concerned the

time required to accomplish the preparation and review
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process. The causes included buyer workload,

constantly changing regulatory requirements, excessive

number of reviews, and excessive time required to have

RFPs reproduced. These causes are hard to influence;

therefore, the respondents had dealt rather

unsuccessfully with these problems in the past. As

long-term solutions, the respondents suggested sharing

workload among groups, requesting priority reviews and

priority printing, overtime, and cutting the number of

reviews required.

The minor problem concerned the lengthening of

the RFP preparation cycle by the streamlining

initiatives; these initiatives move time from the

portion of the schedule which is tracked to the

preparation period, require additional document

reviews and approvals, and add new higher level

coordination/approval/briefings. The respondent was

unable to identify an associated cause. The problem

has been mitigated through overtime, dedication of

personnel to source selections, and letting other

workload slip. Suggested long-term solutions included:

1) cutting the number and levels of review,
2) delegation of approvals to the lowest

appropriate level;
3) better cooperation between team

members and users; and,
4) establishment of generic samples

of various source selection d-cuments
to serve as models.
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Analysis. Half of the respondents identified

problems with RFP preparation and review; all problems

related to the time required to complete the activity.

Five of the six respondents characterized the number of

required reviews as excessive. The suggestion that the

ART serve as the sole RFP review at ASD appears to be a

practical means of avoiding redundant reviews and

saving time. Implementation of this change would

require revision of the ASD FAR Supplement.

One very interesting point arose during the

discussions of RFP preparation and review problems.

Several respondents cited the recent streamlining

initiatives as the cause of increasing RFP preparation

leadtimes. The respondents cited additional

requirements imposed by the initiatives which are

designed to minimize the time consumed by source

selections. This topic will be addressed in greater

detail in the section of this chapter which deals with

the general comments.

Receipt of proposals. (Minor - 1). One minor

problem was identified related to receipt of proposals.

This was an administrative problem related to security

issues specific to the office in which the respondent

was assigned; the problem is unrelated to the source

selection process.
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Quick Look briefing or memo. (Minor - 1)

Responses. The respondent stated that having

to stop the entire process to prepare this memo was a

minor problem. The cause lay in the perceived lack of

value of the memo, which relays very little information

to the SSA. Although the respondent has routinely

processed the required memo in the past, he suggested

that the requirement for the memo be deleted.

Analysis. This activity represents only a

minor problem in the process. However, because the

Quick Look memo does provide very little benefit to the

process, consideration should be given to changing the

requirement to allow a notification to the SSA of the

proposals received, rather than requiring a briefing or

memo.

Technical evaluation. (Major - 9; Moderate - 4;

Moderate to Minor - 2; Minor - 4)

Responses. One major problem experienced

with the technical evaluation was the lack of specific

information and support in the technical evaluation

report, caused by lack of training. The problem was

resolved by holding discussions with the area chiefs

until adequate rationale was obtained for the positions
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stated in the evaluation report. The respondent

suggested formal training and an update of the ASD/PMPS

source selection handbook as long-term solutions.

The remaining major problems dealt with two

different aspects of technical evaluation:

.) Clarification Requests (CRs), Deficiency Reports

(DRs), and Modification Requests (MRs), and 2) effects

of streamlining initiatives. Two respondents cited the

large number of CRs and DRs that were required, which

delayed completion of the evaluation. In one case, the

problem was caused by deficiencies in the RFP; the

second was caused by the failure of the offerors to

comply with RFP requirements. Because the information

was needed to complete the evaluations, the CRs and DRs

were processed. Solutions included more thorough

reviews of the technical requirements documents in the

RFP and better communication with potential offerors to

ensure that RFP requirements are understood and

addressed.
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Another problem concerned the discovery during the

technical evaluation that an important program

requirement had been omitted from the RFP, requiring

the issuance of an MR to incorporate it, and delaying

the contract award by two weeks. The suggested

solution included a thorough technical review of the

RFP and better planning.

In another case, numerous "re-hashes" of the CRs

and DRs were required to reduce the number, which made

the process very time consuming. The cited cause was a

goal, established by the ASD Commander, of zero CRs and

DRs. The respondent felt that this goal caused a loss

of support from the evaluators who felt that their

comments were being ignored and that management was

attempting to control the issues to be addressed

through controlling the CR/DR process. The problem was

handled by deferring issues to the discussion period,

rather than resolving them during the evaluation. The

proposed long-term solution included education and a

change in the climate %o allow proper handling of

issues which must be resolved before contract award.

The major problems related to the streamlining

initiatives fell into two categories. The first had to

do with constraints placed on the evaluation because of

streamlining. One respondent stated that the
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accelerated schedules do not allow adequate time to

conduct a thorough review of the proposals. The page

limits on proposals were also cited as a factor

limiting the adequacy of the evaluations. Although the

subjects complied with the constpaints mandated by the

streamlining initiatives, they believed that these

constraints severely limited the usefulness of the

resulting evaluations. They suggested that sufficient

time and information be allowed to ensure a meaningful

evaluation. One respondent suggested that, if adequate

time and data cannot be provided, the requirement for

technical evaluation should be deleted because it

provides no meaningful measure.

The final major problem was caused by a mandate by

the SSA, prior to the start of the source selection,

that award would be made without discussions. This

mandate meant that the SSA would not approve issuance

of any CRs or DRs, which took the evaluation out of the

hands of the evaluators. The evaluators were forced to

defend (unsuccessfully) their need for information, had

valid concerns which could not be addressed, and were

unable to obtain clarifications which were needed for

an unrestricted evaluation. The respondent felt that

the mandate for award without discussions severely

limited the validity and completeness of the
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evaluation. The SSA's mandate was complied with, and

the contract was awarded without discussions. The

respondent proposed as a long-term solution that the

CR/DR process be taken from the hands of the SSA and

returned to the evaluation team chairperson to ensure

that complete evaluations are performed and that the

government can Dbtain the benefits that can be derived

from meaningful discussions.

The moderate and moderate to minor problems

involved:

1) the desire of evaluators to send
CRs for *nice to have' information
which was not required and could
not be evaluated;

2) th( need for significant revisions
to CRs, DRs, close-out sheets,
and evaluation reports submitted
by the evaluators;

3) the requirement for SSA approval
of CRs and DRs;

4) untimely receipt of technical
evaluation reports; and,

5) excess time spent in training
during the evaluation.

The causes cited for these problems were:

1) lack of experience and education;
2) lack of technical skill;
3) lack of awareness on the part

of the evaluators concerning
contracting requirements and
how contract awards are justified;
and,

4) lack of training.

The situations were handled through close teamwork and

meetings. The respondents cited the need for formal
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training. It was also suggested that approval of CRs

and DRs be delegated to a lower level than the SSA.

One respondent proposed that experienced source

selection teams be formed in each Deputy; these teams

would ue supplemented by technical experts to conduct

all the source selections for that organization.

One minor problem Anvolved the need to issue an

MR to correct errors in the technical requirements

which were discovered during the evaluation, thus

adding to the length of the source selection. The MR

was needed because the technical requirements documents

were prepared too quickly and were not adequately

reviewed by technical personnel. The MR corrected the

errors, but a formal review of the Statement of Work,

specifications, and data requirements would have

ensured that the documents were correct as submitted to

the contracting office.

Another minor problem concerned the Performance

Risk Analysis (PRA). The respondent stated that the

PRA was too general and lacking in detail; the grades

given for past performance were too high; and that too

much emphasis was placed on past performance in the

evaluation, to the point that past performance became

the most important issue in contractor selection. The

problems with the PRA were resolved through discussions
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between the contracting officer and evaluators. The

proposed long-term solution included clarification of

the PRA content requirements and reduced emphasis on

past performance.

An additional minor problem was that the

evaluators did not know the difference between a CR and

a DR, resulting in increased time required for review

and revision of the CR/DR submittals. The stated cause

was lack of understanding, and the suggested solution

was training.

Analysis. Technical evaluation and its sub-

activities received 19 problem ratings. The extent of

the problems experienced with technical evaluations

indicates that this activity provides the greatest

opportunity for improvement in the process.

The majority of the problems described resulted

from the lack of education or experience of evaluation

team members. The technical teams were unable to

produce acceptable documentation in a timely manner.

Providing adequate training prior to the evaluation

period would improve the quality of the evaluation

documents and reduce the time needed to review and
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revise tho documentation. A good understanding of the

process would also reduce the amount of non-relevant

data required from offerors, providing a reduction in

time and possible minor cost savings.

The suggestion that lack of experience be overcome

by establishing expert source selection teams in each

Deputy sounds attractive, but does not seem very

practical due to the limited number of source

selections conducted in most organizations. A

variation of this idea will be addressed in the section

of this chapter which presents the general comments

made during the interviews.

The second most frequently identified cause of

problems was the streamlining initiatives, which

limit the scope of the evaluations. Because technical

excellence is often the most important element in

determining the successful offeror, any limitation on

the validity and completeness of the technical

evaluations seems undesireable; thorough evaluations

are necessary to provide the highest probability that

the resultart contract will provide a system tha-b meets

the users' needs. A reduction in the time required to

conduct zource selection may not be a satisfactory

pay-off if the price for that reduction is a compromise

in the quality of the end item. The researcher would
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take greatest exception to the apparent elimination of

DRs, which appears to be a violation of the FAR

requirement to disclose and allow correction of

deficiencies prior to contract award. Even if

deficiencies were corrected through modifications after

award to protect the quality of the equipment, it would

appear that the contractor would stand to gain

financially through equitable adjustments for changes

which should have included in the scope and cost of the

basic contract. It would seem to be in the

government's best interests to reverse the trend toward

eliminating correction of proposal deficiencies for the

sole purpose of avoiding discussions and BAFOs.

Several of the technical evaluation problems

resulted from inadequacies in the technical

requirements documents in the RFPs. This problem is

a result of the inadequate quality control for PR

packages, which was previously discussed.

Mid-Term Briefing. (Moderate - 2; Minor - 1)

Responses. Both moderate problems concerned

the inordinate amount of time required to prepare for

the briefing, including chart preparation and dry runs.

In one case, the effort expended was wasted, in that

the briefing was conducted unsuccessfully and had to be

completely revised and re-accomplished. This
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respondent believed that the failure of the briefing

was caused by the lack of knowledge of content and

format requirements and lack of understanding of the

purpose of the briefing; the suggested long-term

solution was education. The second r,spondent simply

felt that the effort required to produce the briefing

was far in excess of the henefit derived from the

briefing, and suggested that the requirement for a Mid-

Term briefing be deleted.

The minor problem concerned the information to be

presented at the Mid-Term. The MW4-Trw presents the

evaluation of the 'as received" proposals; no

information on the resolution of DRs is presented. The

respondent had problems '- h evaluatorz wishing to

present infcrmation on issues which had been resolved.

This was caused by the natural reluctance of people to

prespnt out-of-date information. The problem was dealt

with through numerous reminders and references to

regulatory guidance which defin~s the information to be

included in the Mid-Term. The proposed long-term

solut.ion was to allow the information co be presented

as part of the Mid-Term briefing.
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Analysis. Preparation and conduct of the

Mid-Term briefing requires a considerable effort from

the entire source selection team. It would seem that

this effort could be expended in more beneficial

activities if the scope of the briefing were changed.

The Mid-Term presents great detail about the initial

technical evaluation of the 'as received' proposals;

this information is obsolete after resolution of the

CRs/DRs. It would seem reasonable, therefore, to

present only an overview of the evaluation results and

the status of any significant problems encountered. In

many cases, it would seem that a memorandum could be

sent to the SSA in lieu of a formal presentation.

A brief overview or memorandum would keep the SSA

informed of the status of the source selection, but

would relieve the administrative burden of a detailed

presentation of information which is of temporary

value. Changes to the ASD supplements to AFR 70-15

and AFR 70-30 would be required to modify the hNud-

Term briefing requirements.
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Cost/price analysis/Most Probable Cost (MPC)

estimate. (Major - 3; Moderate - 1)

Responses. The difficulty and time involved

in obtaining the needed information from the

Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) and the

Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) were cited by two

respondents as a major problem involved in cost/price

analysis. Often the audits caused significant delays,

and frequently DCAA did full a, ,.s on the prime

contractor and all proposed subcontractors when only

limited audits on the prime had been requested. Sta.ted

causes for the problem included the absence of

priorities at DCAA; the lack of personal involvement by

field personnel, leading to a lack of the closest

attention to requests for information; and failure of

jutside agencies to become attuned to the Air Force's

accelerated schedules. The immediate solutions to the

problem included frequent telephone follow-ups and

close monitoring of audit schedules, and elevation of

delinquencies to upper management for attempted

resolution; in many cases, however, attempts to

accelerate audits were unsuccessful. One respondent

suggested that DoD implement initiatives to make field

personnel more responsive to buying agency requests for

information.
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Another major problem with cost/price analysis

involved the role of program control (cost estimating)

personnel in the analysis. The respondent found that

program control personnel believed that t:ey were

responsible for performing the analysis which results

in the determination of *fair and reasonable' prices.

(Per the Federal Acquisition Regulation, this

responsibility belongs to the contracting officer, who

may be assisted by a price analyst.) This confusion

led to a duplication of effort, in that program control

personnel obtained information and performed an

analysis which was never used, because the official

price analysis was performed by the contracting

officer and price analyst. The cause of this problem

was a lack of understanding by program control

personnel of the functions of the contracting officer

vs. program control. The resolution of the problem was

very difficult because program control was not willing

to limit their activity to what was desired by the

contracting officer, which led to a significant waste

of resources. The long-term solution was to clarify to

program control personnel th2 responsibilities of the

contracting officer.
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Two respondents also found major problem with the

Most Probable Cost (MPC) estimate, One respondent

stated that excessive data was required to be submitted

for performance of the MPC. It was also felt that the

computer models used by program control to perform the

MPC were frequently inappropriate, resulting in an

invalid MP0. The stated cause was the unfamiliarity of

cost estirtating personnel w.th the MPC process, and the

relian.:e on computer modols which are not appropriately

tailored to individual programs. The problem related

to excess data requirements was dealt with by holding

meetings between the directorates to negotiate

reductions in the data submittal requirements. No

satisfactory alternative to using the inappropriate

computer model was achieved or suggested.

The second respondent stated that the MPC was a

very time-consuming process which resulted in no

benefit to the Air Force. This problem derived from

the nature of price determination on competitive

acquisitions; the best cost/price is determined by

conpetition. The requirement for an MPC at certain

dollar values *assumes that the MPC developer knows

more than the competitive system.* Even if the MPC is

at variance from the offeror's proposed price, the Air

Force can only point out the general areas of
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difference, and has no power to make the offeror change

the proposed cost to comply with the MPC estimate. The

respondent has complied with the requirement for

conduct of an MPC, but suggested that the requirement be

deleted as unnecessary in a competitive environment.

The moderate problem identified with cost/price

analysis also related to the nature of price

determination in a competitive environment. The

respondent questioned the extent of analysis required

when prices are determined through competition vs.

negotiation. The respondent felt that too much

analysis is done to no avail in the competitive

environment of source selections. The respondent

stated that such extensive analysis is performed as an

aid in explaining the 'fair and reasonable' nature of

the final price because the organizational climate has

not yet adapted to accepting competition as the

determinor of price. The respondent has performed

limited analysis in the past, verifying rates and

factors through the field and using the technical

evaluation to justify hours. The suggested long-term

solution was to severely limit analysis and rely more

heavily on competition to justify prices as 'fair and

reasonable.*
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Analysis. One third of the subjects have

experienced significant problems with cost/price

analysis or the MPC. The most serious of these

problems call into question the need for these

activities. In a competitive environment, it should be

necessary to perform only enough analysis to assure the

government that the offeror has submitted a complete

cost proposal which realistically reflects the total

requirement of the solicitation. Extensive cost

analyses or MPC estimates are of very limited value

when prices are determined through BAFO:i rather than

negotiation. Limiting the cost analysis performed for

source selections is possible under recent

interpretations of 'adequate price competition' but is

not widely accepted, perhaps because the policy is new

and not well defined. Elimination of the MPC

requirement could be accomplished through revision of

AFR 70-15. Increased use of limited cost analysis and

elimination of the MPC would alleviate the other

pr blems cited by the respondents for this activity.

Model contract preparation. (Major - 3;

Moderate 6o major - 1; Moderate - 1; Minor - 1)

Responses. One respondent identified a major

problem in contract preparation which was related to

the use of MIL-PRIME specifications. With MIL-PRIME,
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each offeror has a different Statement of Work (SOW)

based on each individual approach to the program. The

problem arose from SOW changes resulting from a

Modification Request. Rather than writing the changes

themselves, the government engineers had the offerors

submit revised SOWs. The engineers did not review the

SOW changes, and the contracting office later

discovered that the changes had not been made as

desired. The engineers had tried to save time, without

considering the possible consequences; this situation

resulted from lack of experience and guidance. The

contract negotiator explained the problems to the team

members, and worked with the team to resolve them,

resulting in time which should have been -pent on

contracting activities being expended in accomplishing

the tasks of other functional team members. The

suggested long-term solution included pla:ing more

emphasis on the assignment of team members to ensure

that any lack of experience is offset by experienced

participants, providing close guidance for

inexperienced members, and re-examining the use of MIL-

PR:ME in source selections.

The second major problem was the fact that the

physical preparation of the model contracts was very

time-consuming and labor intensive. In this instance,
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the lack of experienced clerical personnel required the

contract negotiators to perform a major portion of the

clerical effort. The documents were typed by the

contract negotiator, who was required to work a great

deal of overtime to complete this clerical task. The

suggested long-term solution was to ensure that

adequate, experienced, dedicated clerical support is

available for source selections.

The final major problem involved the accidontal

deletion of an evolving model contract from the

contract writing data base. While this was a

significant problem for the contracting team in this

case, it was caused by human error unrelated to the

source selection process.

The remaining problems in model contract

preparation all involved the continuovs flow of

contract changes required, either due %.o CRs and DRs or

to changes in the FAR and its supplements, and the

difficu.;ity of accomodating them, with quality, under

accelerated contracting schedules. In one case, the

contract was being awarded under a mandate of 'no

discussions, which precluded the incorporation of FAR

changes. The other cases involved late receipt of

CR/DR changes. In all three cases, the solutions

involved modification of the contracts after award.
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The suggested long-term solutions included providing

more contracting manpower; establishing deadlines for

receipt of technical changes in the contracting office;

allowing for the provision of a notice to the

contractor that FAR changes will be included in the

resultant contract, without such notice being

considered to be discussions; arid clarification by

upper management as to priorities - 'what is more

important, quality or schedule7"

Analysis. Half the sample identified

problems with model contract preparation. The most

significant factor affecting this activity is the

labor-intensive nature of the contract preparation

process and the shortage of clerical personnel. The

frequent FAR and FAR supplement changes exacerbate the

situation. When the CR/DR/MR change process is not

adequately controlled, contract preparation becomes

very burdensome. This is particularly true when time

pressures are present. Contract preparation requires

the cooperation of all team members to minimize changes

and ensure the accuracy of contract documents.
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The request for management clarification of the

priorities to be placed on quality and schedule

indicates that the streamlining initiatives have also

influenced the contract preparation process. It

appears that quality is no longer the major concern.

Discussions. (Moderate to major - 1)

Responses. In this instance, the contracting

officer was constrained by management in the subjects

to be addressed during discussions. In addition to

attempting to limit the scope of the discussions,

manago also required the contracting officer to

limit .,,ten information provided to the offerors in

preparation for the discussions to the general areas

for discussion, rather than providing the specific

questions to be addressed. The respondent was unable

to cite a specific cause for this situation, but felt

that it was in some way related to the Commander's goal

of zero CRs and DRs. The immediate solution required

the contracting officer to hold extensive telephone

discussions with the offerors in advance of the

discussions, to ensure that all parties were prepared.

The management direction to limit the scope of

discussions was ignored, because the team felt that

81



certain issues had to be addressed. The suggested

solution was to remove the outside influences on the

contracting officer, so that the contracting officer

can determine the nature of the discussions.

Analysis. This problem appears to be an

outgrowth of the streamlining initiatives; limiting the

discussions would accelerate the schedule. However,

this acceleration could come at the expense of quality

and cost, similar to the situation discussed under

*technical evaluation* above.

BAFO process. (Major - 1; Moderate - 1;

Minor - 2)

Responses. The major problem involved the

respondent's perception that use of BAFOs is out of

favor, and that award without discussions may be

mandated by the SSA prior to the start of the source

selection. The respondent stated that being required

to award without discussions arbitrarily takes the

decision concerning the need for a BAFO out of the

contracting officer's hands and 'perverts' the source

selection process. The cited cause for-this problem

was the current emphasis on schedule over fairness and

logic, which the respondent assumed to be a local

interpretation of the AFSC Commander's concerns on

source selection streamlining. The respondent stated

82



that pazt efforts to deal with this problem had been

unsuccessful. Attempts had been made to communicate

thr ,ugh the SSAC that a pre-determination to award

without discussions and BAFO was not an optimal

3ituation; these attempts were not accepted. The

proposed long-term solution was abolition of the

existing policy of mandated award without BAFO. The

respondent stated that the circumstances of each

individual acquisition must be examined before an

appropriate determination concerning discussions and

BAFO can be made. It was suggested that ASD/PM should

make every attempt to got this policy changed.

The moderate problem related to cases in which the

SSA has not mandated that award will be made without

discussions. In these cases, it was virtually

impossible to award without a BAFO because of the

narrowness of the criteria that must be met. The

criteria for award without BAFO, as stated by the

respondent, are:

1) full and open competition;
2) the possibility of an award without

discussions must be stated in the RFP;
3) the proposal must meet all the specific

requirements of the RFP;
4) no discussions were required or

conducted; and,
5) the contracting officer must certify

that the best price available was
obtained by the government, based

only on prior cost experience or
comparison to an established price.
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The respondent stated that the criteria, particularly

the first and fifth criteria, generally force the use

of a BAFO in situations where award without discussions

is felt to be appropriate. For example, when

competition is conducted after the exclusion of

sources te.g. classified projects which require special

access security clearances) an award cannot be made

without dizcussions because of the first criteria. The

fifth criteria does not allow the contracting officer

to certify that the best price was obtained through

competition; a price history or catalog price must be

available to allow award without discussions. In the

past in situations where award without discussions and

BAFO was felt to be appropriate, a BAFO was conducted

because the criteria related to price could not be met.

The respondent suggested that the criteria be revised

in order to expand the possibilities for award without

discussions and BAFO.

The minor problems concern the constraints imposed

on the time available for preparation of the offerors'

BAFOs; the short suspenses can cause the offei-ors to

make serious errors which cannot be corrected. The

short-term solutions involved working closely with the

offerors' local offices and using telefax machines to
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minimize communications time. The proposed long-term

solutions involved allowing reasonable times for

responses and stressing the need for full compliance

with RFP requirements in BAFOs.

Analysis. The minor problems with the

BAFO process do not represent serious flaws in the

process. By this stage, if the process has been

conducted reasonably, the offerors have had adequate

time and information to respond to a short suspense

request for BAFO.

The mandate to award without BAFOs is, again, a

very troubling outgrowth of the streamlining

initiatives. Implicit in the mandate is the

willingness to accept proposals which do not meet all

the minimum requirements of the RFP. While expedient,

this willingness is clearly opposed to regulatory

guidance which requires conformance to all aspects of

the RF?. The determination to award without

discussions and BAFO cannot reasonably be made until

after the proposals have been thoroughly evaluated to

assess compliance with the RFP requirements. The

criteria for award without BAFO should preclude such

situations; the third criterion requires compliance

with all RFP requirements.
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The respondent's objections to the first and fifth

criteria appear to be reasonable. There does not

appear to be any valid reason to preclude award without

BAFO when using competition after exclusion of sources.

Nor does there appear to be a justification for

not allowing the determination that the best price has

been achieved to be based on competition. One of the

basic assumptions of the government acquisition system

is that competition results in the best price

available; this assumptioa should apply to source

selections as well as sealed bidding.

SSAC Analysis Report. (Major - 1)

Responses. This problem was an unusual

situation related to the unauthorized release of

sensitive information by a member of the SSAC who did

not work at ASD. This problem led the respondent to

suggest that all outside participation in source

selections be eliminated; only ASD resources should be

utiized.

Analysis. The problem reported by this

respondent does not appear to be a common problem in

source selections. However, the SSAC Analysis Report,

as defined by the source selection regulations, is an

analysis of the SSEB report, which is a compilation of

the technical evaluation reports prepared by the area
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chiefs based on the evaluation reports of the

individual evaluatcrs. Four levels of technical

reports covering the same information seems excessive.

It would appear that the SSAC Analysis Report

represents an excessive requirement for documentation.

SSA briefing. (Moderate - 2)

Responses. One respondent stated 'hat too

many levels of briefings were required, caused by the

involvement of different people at each level. In the

past, the respondent has complied with the requirement.

The suggested long-term solution was to consolidate or

eliminate some levels of briefing.

The second problem concerned disagreement between

the SSA and the team due to differences in judgment

between individuals. In addition to individual

differences, the respondent cited political naivety of

the team members as a cause of the problem. In this

case, the briefing was revised and presented again, to

comply with the SSA's judgment. The respondent

suggested that this problem might be eliminated through

education in the source selection process to provide a

better foundation for making judgment calls.
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Analysis. The need for numerous dry runs of

the SSA briefing is fueled by the visibility attached

to this activity; every level of management wants to

ensure that the briefing is conducted successfully.

This oversight is intended to provide benefit to the

system, but is implemented in a manner which imposes

a burden. This activity would seem to provide a good

opportunity for streamlining by reducing the number of

non-contributing participants.

SSA decision document. (Minor - 2)

Responses. Both minor problems involved the

need for repeated re-writes of the document before the

technical justification was adequate. Cited causes

were lack of communication and lack of knowledge both

about the required content and that decision documents

are releaseable under the Freedom of information Act.

The problem was solved in both cases through numerous

revisions of the document. Suggested long-term

solutions called for involving technical personnel in

discussions with the SSA concerning the document, and

training.
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Analysvis. While the decision document

represents only a minor problem in the process, the

causes of this problem are commitin to many of the

serious problems which have boon Adontified in this

study. The major influences involvh' L:s this problem

are the lack of experience with source s*0e~tions and

the failure of teamwork. The decision document

requires the input from numerous team members to

adequately Justify the SSA's decision, but must be

circumspect in the Lnformotion revealed. The solutions

suggested by the respondents appear to be reasonable.

Contract Review. (Major - 2; Moderate - 3)

Responses. One major problem involved the

need to incorporate numerous late changes while

accomplishing the reviews. The problem was caused by

lack of a coordinated team effort, late receipt of

funds, and untimely receipt of technical changes from

the CR/DR process. The immediate solution was to

incorporate the changes as they were received, which

resulted in a schedule slip. The proposed long-term

solution called for better planning to avoid the need

for numerous contract revisions.

The second major problem involved a contract which

required final review and manual approval at AFSC. The

review notice, which was sent by the ASD review
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committee, was not received by AFSC. When the document

was received at AFSC, it was not on the review

schedule. The document was held at AFSC for the next

available reviewer, resulting in a delay in contract

award. This problem was caused by a failure of

communications and lack of a follow-up on the message.

When the problem occurred, there was no way to correct

the situation. The suggested long-term solution was to

follow up on important communications with other

organizations.

Two of the moderate problems involved the

timeliness of contract reviews. Manpower constraints

and .eviewer workload caused the inability to

accomplish the revi6ws in a timely manner. Suggested

solutions included attempting to schedule source

selections to avoid having reviews at the end of the

fiscal year or over holidays, and the establishment of

a control system for reviews through time standards and

measurement.

The final situation involved proolems which arose

during AFSC review of a contract on which AFSC had

waived the RFP review. The problem was caused by the

AFSC policy of waiving RFP reviews when their review

workload is heavy. The immediate solution included

obtaining a 'clarification* from the contractor, and
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agreeing %o include AFSC's required changes in the

first modification to the contract. The suggested

long-term solution required awareness at AFSC of the

critical nature of RF? reviews.

Anal2sts. Five of the twelve respondents

rated contract review as a significant problem. The

problems can generally be attributed to lack of

teamwork, failure of communications, and manpower

constraints. That AFSC, the originator of the

streamlining initiatives, would raise obstacles to

award due to their failure to review the RFP is a

troubling aspect of this problem.

Contract execution. (Major - 1)

Resoonses. This problem involved a source

selection which was set aside for small business. Prior

to award of a competitive small business set-aside, the

unsuccessful offerors must be notified of the intended

awardee. This requirement exists to allow the

unsuccessful offerors to challenge the small business

status claimed by the apparent successful offeror. In

this case, the notification prompted an unsuccessful

offeror to submit a protest before award on an issue

unrelated to business size. The problem was caused by

the requirement for a pre-award notice to the

unsuccessful offerors (post award notices are required
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in other circumstances). The contract award was

delayed while th4 protest was processed as ruquired by

regulations. The respondent suggested that either the

requirement for pre-award notice be eliminated, or that

notification of all participants in the competition be

given earlier in the process. This would allow any

challenges to be resolved without affecting the

contracting schedule.

Analysis. The experience of the researcher

and responses of the interview subjects indicate that

this problem is not a common one, due to the small

number of small business set-asides awarded through

source selections. However, the problem is a

significant one when it occurs. The requirement for

pre-award notice to unsuccessful offerors seems to be

an ill-conceived requirement which should be changed to

eliminate the invitation it offers for protests before

award. This change would require a modification to

the FAR.

Contract distribution. (Minor - 1)

Responses. One respondent cited printing

leadtime as a minor problem with this activity, caused

by the workload in the printing office. The respondent

has dealt with this problem by requesting priority
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printing. The suggested solution wa3 to provide

greater printing capabilities.

Analysis, This represents a minor problem

which should be correctable through increased

manpower or additional contracting-out of printing

services.

Cost/Bonefit of Source Selection Attivities

In this portion of the interview, the subjects

were asked to review The source selection activities

to identify those which require a greater expenditure

of effort or resources than the benefit derived. For

each activity identified, the respondent was asked to

suggest a more cost-beneficial method of completing or

achieving the objective of the questioned activity.

The respondents identified 15 activities which

they felt could be performed more cost effectively or

deleted without detriment to the source selection

process. These responses are shown in Appendix C.

No activities received unanimous identification as

requiring a greater expenditure of effort or resources

than the benefit received. Many of the comments made

during this portion of the interview echoed comments

from the first section.
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The significant suggestions which have not been

addressed include:

1) limiting the number of participants
in ie ASP by using fewer people
with broader backgrounds;

2) deleting the requirement for
conducting a market survey for
identification of sources;

3) deleting the requirement for AFSC
review of RFPs;

4) combining or reducing the number
of technical evaluation reports
to reduce the Uime and redundancy
involved; and,

5) using more oral discussions and lewer
CRs and DRs.

With the exception of deleting AFSC review of RFPs,

which can cause problems at final contract review,

these suggestions appear to be reasohable. Deletion of

the market survey would require a change to the FAR; a

change to the Competition in Contracting Act might also

be required. Changing the technical report

requirements would require modifications to AFR 70-15

and AFR 70-30. The other suggestions could be

implemented by changing either the ASD Supplement to

the source selection regulations or through local

policy letters.
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L..al i t IatIves

This section of the interview was intended to

determirne whether any ASD contracting organizations had

implemented unique local iniatives to accelerate

source selection schedules. Subjects were asked to

tdentify any unusual means which had boon used to avoid

problems or accelerate schedules for source selections,

describe how effectivo those actions had been, and

state whether those methods would be used again in

similar circumstancex

It appears that very few initiatives to accelerate

source selection schedules have been instituted by

individual contracting directorates at ASD. The

initiatives named by the respondents included:

1) establishing detailed milestone
schedules for each team;

2) issuing ORs and DRs in one batch;
3) issuing modifications after

contract award to avoid the need
for discussions;

4) obtaining minimal cost data and
relying on competition for price
justification;

5) accomplishing the Mid-Term
briefing through a memorandum;

6) using several Solicitations
for Information and holding
individual meetings with
potential offerors to discuss
requirements definition;
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7) asking offerors to provide
information about rent-free use
of govornment-owned facilities or
property and about EEO clearances
15 days after issuance of the RFP,
rather than waiting for the
information to be submitted with
the proposals; and,

8) providing written instructions
to the technical team on CR/DR
preparation and processing.

The respondents felt that these actions were effective,

and should be used again.

The third initiative, modifying the contract after

award to avoid the need for discussions, is viewed by

the researcher as a questionable tactic; the objections

to this technique were discussed in an earlier section

of this chapter.

The fourth initiative, obtaining minimal cost data

and limiting cost/price analysis, connot really be

considered a local initiative; recent DoD policy

interpretations have advocated this approach for

competitive acquisitions. This technique has not been

widely used, however. The respondent's recommendation

of the technique demonstrates that it is applicable to

major source selections.
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The sixth initiative: soliciting information from

industry for use in the definition of requirements, is

a viable approach to ensuring that requirements are

realistic and achievable. Care must be exercised,

however, in the conduct of private meetings with

potential offerors to ensure that requirements are not

tailored to favor a particular approach and that all

interested sources receive equal access to the

government and ar, treated fairly.

The seventh initiative, obtaining early

notification about rent-free use of government-owned

assets and about needed EEO clearancez, is an excellent

way to ensure that the necessary approvals and

clearances are receivcd in a timety manner. Obtaining

these approvals and clearances can be very time-

consuming; early notification provid&s an extra cushion

to ensure That the award is not delayed by these

administrative actions.

The other initiatives might provide some

administrative benefit, but do not represent

significant improvements or changes to the process.

With the exception of the third initiative, these

techniques could be employed without a-j changes to

existing regulations or policy documents.
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General Comments about Source Selection

The final portion of the interview was intended as

an open forum to allow the subjects to make comments on

any aspect of source selection. Th-i c~mments all

related to two issues: 1) ton and

experience of personnel, cl of the

streamlining initiativem t^ the

comments will be divided ., ,nII. For each

issue, the discussion will begin with the comments made

by the respondents; an analysis of the comments will

follow.

Lack of experience and education of personnel.

Comments. Four comments were made about the

lack of experience and education of personnel involved

in source seloctions.

One subject stated that people are very poorly

prepared for source selections. The lack of

preparation, combined with tight schedules, leads to

frustration on both the government and offeror teams,

and increases the probability that major mistakes will

be made. The respondent suggested that extra guidance

be provided for inexperienced program managers, which

the respondent felt was the worst place for

inexperience on a source selection team.
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A second respondent suggested that contracting

teams should always pair an experienced person with a

trainee. This would ensure a certain amount of

experience on every source selection team, rather than

continuously cycling inexperienced people through

source selections as square-filling exercises for

promotions.

The two remaining comments both cited the lack of

sustained learning; high turnover causes each source

selection to be a learning experience. One of these

respondents pointed out that the formal education

required for contracting personnel ignores source

selection. Both suggested that ASD/PMPS be expanded to

include experts to take the lead in writing source

selection documents and to serve as the core of source

selection teams, to be augmented by program office

personnel who would maintain the program continuity

after completion of the source selections.

Analysis. The suggestions offered in this

portion of the interview to overcome the lack of

education and experience are all valuable suggestions.

The most effective solution would establish a pool

of experts in a centralized office to run all the

source selections at ASD. This would ensure an

experienced core to direct each source selection, while
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training the inexperienced personnel drawn from the

program office to augment the teams and provide program

continuity. The fiscal practicality of this suggestion

cannot be accurately assessed by the researcher, but it

appears to be a more practical solution than

establishing dedicated source selection teams in each

Deputy or conducting every source selection with an

inexperienced team.

Effects of streamlining initiatives.

Comments. Four respondents also made

comments which related to the recent streamlining

initiatives; all were dissatisfied with the effects

which the initiatives have had on the source selention

process.

One respondent stated that the current policy

stresses schedule above all other considerations. The

respondent felt that quality should be the first

priority, to ensure that good decisions are made and

that sole source engineering changes after contract

award are minimized.

A second respondent stated that source selections

should be allowed to 'run their natural course' rather

than being forced into artificial time constraints

which ignore the complexity or unusual aspects of some

acquisitions.
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Another respondent took exception to the mandated

use of award without discussions. The respondent

stated that, while discussions may have been used too

often in the past, a realistic approach would accept

that acquisitions of complex systems usually require

discussions.

The last comment emphasized the added requirements

that have been levied on the system by ASD in the name

of streamlining. The Source Selection Management Group

(SSMG) is a new bureaucracy which has been created,

outside of the tracked time, to review the source

selection planning. The Acquisition Reviow Team (ART)

replaced the old 'murder board' which reviewed RF~s.

While the murder board was a single meeting, the ART is

a three phase process, also outside of the tracked

portion of the process:

1) the ART may be convened before
the ASP to participate in
development of the acquisition
strategy;

2) the ART must convene to conduct
a detailed review of the draft
RF? and all aspects of the
acquisition; and,

3) after comments are received from
industry reviews of the draft
RFP, the source selection team's
suggested disposition of the
comments is reviewed by the ART
chairman. The chairman has the
discretion to re-convene the ART
before issuance of the RFP.
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The reviews conducted by the ART have made other

established review requirements redundant:

1) an engineering review of the
technical aspects is required
before the ART. This review is
repeated during the ART;

2) ASD/PMC and AFCLC/JAN conduct
compliance and legal reviews
as part of the ART. These reviews
are repeated after the ART comments
are addressed; and,

3) the ART reviews the source
selection planning, which has
alreadly boun reviewed by the
SSMG.

Additional requirements such as these have added to the

total time required to complete a source selection,

without affecting the portion of the process which is

tracked against the command goal, which represents only

a very small part of the process.

Analysis. The comments on the effects of

streamlining reflect a great deal of cynic± m toward

the initiatives. The streamlining initiatives were

intended to lagsen the time required to conduct source

selections. The impementation of these initiatives

brought some new requirements, but no existing

requirements were removed. The oversight mandated by

the initiatives is applied to a very limited segment of

the process, ignoring any schedule growths which occur
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outside of that segment of the process. The segment

which is covered by the time constraint is perhaps the

most disciplined and most critical portion of the

process, benefiting least from the imposition of time

limits.

Additionally, there is presently great emphasis on

Total Quality Management (TQM) at ASD, but no mention

of the application of TQM to the source selection process.

indeed, the respondents felt that the opposite applies

to source selection because the emphasis is on schedule

over quality or other considerations.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the subjects who took

part in the interviews for this study, presented the

findings obtained from those interviews, and analyzed

those findings.

The interviews revealed that participants in

recent source selections at ASD perceive problems in

the source selection process. The most significant

problems identified by the interview subjects were in

the following areas:

1) preparation of source selection
documents such as the evaluaion
criteria, evaluation standards,
and the instructions to offerors;
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2) preparatioa of the purchase
request package which defines the
requirements of the acquisition;

3) review of the Request for Proposal;
and,

4) the technical evaluation.

The cited causes of these problems were:

1) lack of understanding of the source
selection process;

2) lack of experience in source selection;
3) lack cf training of the participants;
4) lack of quality control on technical

documents;
5) excessivoj oversight requirements; and,
6) effects of streamlining initiatives.

The conclusions and recommendations resulting from

the research will be addressed in th,. following

chapter.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Overview

This chapter draws conclusions from the findings

presented in Chapter IV to answer the investigative

questions posed by this study. After the discussion of

the investigative questions, some general conclusions

will be presented. These conclusions will be followed

by recommendations related to the source selection

process, limitations of this study, and recommendations

for future research.

Conclusions

The interviews conducted to gather data for this

study revealed that contracting personnel involved in

recent source selections at Aeronautical Systems

Division (ASD) perceive problems in the conduct of

soorce selections. The problems identified by this

study do not indicate fundamental flaws in the basic

source selection process; the problems indicate the

need for educational, procedural, and organizational

climate changes, and modification or eliminatior of

individual tasks within the process.
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Investigative Question 1: What are the major

factors contributing to the length of the process7 Can

these factors be controlled?

This pilot study has identified several factors

which appear to be significant contributors to the

length of the source selection process. All of the

problems identified by thts study can be attributed to

one or more of these factors, each of which will be

briefly addressed following the list. These factors

are:

1) lack of understanding,
experience, and training;

2) lack of teamwork;
3) lack of quality control;
4) lack of written guidance;
5) effects of ASD streamilining

initiatives;
6) excessive oversight;
7) unneccessary or excessive

requirements;
8) manpower constraints; and,
9) politics.

Lack of understanding, experience, and training

was the most frequently cited cause for problems

experienced by the respondents. The respondents felt

that most participants in source selections are ill-

prepared, lacking both a general understanding of the

process and a knowledge of their individual tasks and
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respon31bilitzes. The absence of formal training in

source selection requires the partievipants to learn

on tho job, often having to repeat tasks several times

to accomplish them successfully.

The failure of teams to work together effec, vely

can cause problems in planning the source selection,

resolving problems which arise during its conduct, and

accomplishing multi-disciplinary tasks efficiently.

This lack of teamwork can be attributed to conflict7

resulting from the different roles served by the

various functionals on the team and the lack of

understanding of the value, purpose, and requirem2nts

of those roles. These conflicts can be seen between

program managers and contracting personnel, between

program control and contracting, and betwo .. users and

the acquisition community.

Many problems encountered by the respondents

wore caused by inadequate quality control of source

selection and technical requiremonts documents. The

most significant problems caused by failure of adequate

quality control involved deficiencies in and lack of

correlation between the evaluation criteria, evaluation

standards, and instructions to offerors; defective PR

packages: and inadequate technical evaluation
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dvc'umentatizn. The dzcurentz required repeated

evisions, and in some cases led to the need for

modifications to the solicitationg and proposals and

to re-accomplishment of the technical evaluations.

The lack oi written guidance was a significant

factor in the problems encountered in PR package

preparation, wher= respondents cited the absenco oi a

standard defining the contents of the package. The

respondents also cited the lack of appropriate 'sample'

documents as a factor in technical evaluation and

parformance rick analysis documentation problems. The

lack of written guidance resultad in incomplete PR

packages and inadequate technical evaluation

documentation which had to be returned to the

originators for significant revisions, adding to the

length of the source selection.

Several respondents cited the additional

requirements implemented by the ASD streamlining

initiatives, such as the Source Selection Management

Group and the Acquisition Review Team (ART), as
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contributors to the length of the process. The

respondents stated that these requirements added

significantly to the total time required to complete a

source selection by increasing the up-front time which

is not monitored against the command goal of 120 days

from RF? release to SSA decision.

Excessive management oversight was cited as a

significant problem by many of the interview subjects.

The excessive oversight wAs most evident . t the

Business Strategy Panel (BSP)/Acquisition Strategy

Panel (ASP). where the judgment of those most

knowledgeable about the program was frequently

overturned; the RFP and contract review cycles, where

the respondents encountered numerous redundant reviews;

the requirement for Source Selection Authority (SSA)

approval of the Clarification Requests (CRs) and

Deficiency Reports (DRs), which delayed the issuance of

CRs and DRs and sometimes limited the resolution of

source selection issues; and in the final SSA briefing,

which required several levels of briefing because of

the numerous individuals involved.

The respondents cited several unnecessary or

excessive requirements which add to the length of the

process. The excessive requirements included numerous

redundant management and RFP reviews, duplication in
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the market survey Nnd synopsis requirements, the need

to sond RFPs to all respondenta to the synopsis,

extensive cost and price analysis, and the SSAC

Analysis Report. Unnecessary requirements included the

Quick Look briefing, Most Probable Cost eztimate, and

Mid-Term briefiLng.

Manpower constraints were cited as causes for

deayz in contract preparation and timely completion of

RF? and contract reviews. The respondents felt that

clerical support to source selections was frequently

inadequate, and that the workloads of review personnel

caused delays in reviews or waiver of AFSC RFP reviews.

Politics was cited as a problem in the ASP,

requirements definition process, and source selection

briefings. The respondents felt that politics

frequently interfered with the exercise of sound

business ;udgment.

All of these factors can be controlled to some

extent. Most of the factors can be influenced locally,

with the factors involving training and experience,

teamwork, quality control, written guidance, and ASD

streamlining initiatives being totally under local

control. Some aspects of the factors involving

oversight and unnecessary/excessive requirements

factors are controlled by AFSC or higher
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authorities. The last factor, polirics, can be

influenced to a limited extent at all levels in the

bureaucracy, but cannot be eliminated from the

acquisition process.

The changes needed to mitigate the influences of

these factors will be addressed later in this chapter.

Investigative Question 2: What local initiatives

have been implemented to expedite source selectionsl

How effectivo have these initiatives been?

This study identified no significant local

initiatives. The respondents identified some actions

which have been taken to expedite source selections,

but all have been very limited in scope and effect.

This lack of local initiatives is troubling in

that the participants all were able to cite suggested

solutions to the problems which are encou' ered in

source selection, but had taken no action to have these

solutions implemented. It is possible that a cause for

this lack of initiative by the contracting personnel

can be seen in the reaction to attempts which the

respondents had made to influence decisions which they

felt would be detrimental to their programs. One

respondent had attempted to influence ASP guidance;

another had attempted to influence an SSA mandate that

a source selection would be conducted without
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discusZons. Both rospondonts wee unsuccessful in

their attempts to reverse decisions which they felt

were harmful to their programs. These failed attempts

may havs led to a feeling of powerlessness in the face

of the bureaucracy which controls the process.

General. The gtneral areas which muzt be improved

are shown below, ranked by the researcher in descending

order of Importance:

1) skill and knowledge of participants;
2) determination of appropriate levels

of management oversight;
3) elimination of non-value-added

activities;
4) quality of business decisions; and,
5) quality of source selection and

technical requirements documents.

These areas for improvement encompass problems

influenced by all the factors described above.

Improvements in these areas w:uld . .:i :r

selection activities to 'hose essential to the

integrity o the process, remove extraneous

partictpant. from the process, and attempt to ensure

that actions are completed correctly the first time, in

a manner that serves the best interests of the program

and the government. The actions recommended to bring

about the needed improvements are discussed below.
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Recommendations

The recommendations of this study can be divided

into two categories: specific recommendations related

to the individual activities of the source selection

process and general recommendations related to

improvements in performance of tho process.

Soecific Recommendations for Individual

Activities. The specific recommendations for source

selection activities were addressed in detail in

Chapter IV. These recommendations are also listed in

Appendix D for the reader's convenience. A summai-y of

the most significant recommendations, which will be

followed by rationale for the suggested changes, is:

1) changing public law/FAR requirements
to allow screening of CICA synposis
respondents and to charge consultants
and marketeers for RFPr as a cost of
doing business;

2) developing instructions to define
PR package requirements;

3) establishing the Aequisition Review
Team (ART) as the sole RFP review
at ASD;

4) completing the initial technical
evaluation before determining
whether to award without discussions;

5) severely limiting cost analysis;
6) deleting the requirement for Most

Probable Cost (MPC) estimates;
7) deleting the SSAC Analysis Report;
8) reducing the participants in the

SSA briefing; and,
9) raising manual approval threshholds.
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The regulations currently require the government

to expend considerable resources to provide RFPs, at no

charge, to all respondents to the CICA synopsis.

Frequently, many of the respondents are consultants or

marketeers who are not potential sources for the goods

or services being acquired. These non-manufacturing

firms then use the information provided at government

expense to solicit business from potential offerors.

The regulations should be changed to allow the

government to charge these firms a reasonable fee for

the reproduction of the RFPs.

Because some ASD organizations do not have

standards to define PR package requirements, the

packages delivered to dontracting offices are

frequently incomplete or otherwise inadequate.

These packages are reviewed and returned to the program

offices for correction, resulting in the loss of

considerable time. These problems with PR package

requirements could be reduced by the development of

operating instructions defining the content and format

of PR package documents.
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The current RFP reviow cycle for a high dollar

program includes the following sequential reviews:

1) ART,
2) JAG,
3) directorate contract review

committee,
4) ASD contract review committee, and,
5) AFSC contract review committee.

Representatives from JAG and the directorate and ASD

review committees partcipate in the ART; each conduct

another review after the ART is completed. These

redundant reviews could be avoided by having all

participants approve the RFP upon completion of the

ART.

in at least one interview for this study, it was

reported that the SSA had mandated award without

discussions at the start of the source selection. The

determination to award without discussions should be

based on the adequacy of the proposals received; all

requirements of the RFP must be satisfied before

contract award. A mardated award without discussions

places the highest priority on schedule, and could

=ompromise the quality or increase the cost o. a Os:tem

by allowing contract award against a deficient

proposal. To ensure that all requirements of the RFP

are met, the decision to award without discussions

should not be made before completion of the initial

technical evaluation.
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In a cource selection, the contract price is not

reached through negotiation; rather, the proposed price

of the proposal which is determined to r-epresent the

best value is accepted by the government in a

competitive environment. Detailed cost analysis

is of very little value, because the government cannot

enforce any of the findings; only general areas of

disagreement can be discussed. Therefore, the

considerable effort involved in the routine performance

of audits and cost analysis is wasted. When prices are

determined through competition, cost analysis should

be limited to the minimum required to ensure that the

cost proposal includes all requirements of the RF?.

The rationale for deletion of thit MPC is also

based on the method of determining prices in

competitive environments. The MPC is a time-consuming

effort which produces no benefit to the Air Force in a

competitive acquisition and should, therefore, be

eliminated.

The SSAC report is an analysis of the SSEB report,

which is a compilation of the technical reports

prepared by the area chiefs from the reports prepared

by the individual evaluators. Four levels of written

reporting of the same information appears to be
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excessive. Any information not included in the SSEB

report which the SSAC wishes to convey to the SSA could

be presented at the final briefing without the need for

an additional written report.

The last activity-specific recommendation cited

above involves increases in the manual approval

threshholds, which would reduce the number of contracts

requiring final reviews and manual approval above the

contacting directorate level. The ASD review committee

and AFSC would still have the opportunity to review the

RFPs for these acquisitions, which should be adequate

because the RFPz are essentially model contracts.

General Recommendations. The first general

recommendation involves training. There is a serious

need for development of an extensive training program

to ensure that source selection participants thoroughly

understand the process and their tasks within that

process. Both mulli-disciplinary and specialized task-

or discipline-oriented learning modules are needed.

One possible approach would begin with a lecture and

discussion session for all participants, to provide an

overview of the process and make clear the

relationships between the various activities and

participants in the process. This introductory session

could be followed by smaller *workshop* sessions which
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w'uld include inztructional sessions on specific task-

in:4 multi-disciplinary sessions to include activitLAs

::,ch -s case studies and exercises in planning,

,tfy formulation, problem-solving, and document

i tr .n and -sview. In addition to providing

pract'al expe lew:e with skills required in source

selection, these multi-disciplinary exercis2s would

foster the teamwork which is essential for effective

conduct of the p.o.-ess.

The second general recommendation calls for

application of Total Quality Management (TQM) to the

source selection process. The problems revealed by

this study do not appear to be systemic in nature;

rather they oftan resulted from the inclusion of

non-value-added activities or procedures, failures

of quality control, or implementation of ill-conceived

decisions. The process, including AFSC activities and

participation, and the ASD streamlining initiatives

should be subjected to a complete TQM review to ensure

that all decisions and activities provide a benefit to

the process.

The third recommendation involves the possibility

of establishing a centralized source selection office

to provide core teams of experienced personnel to

conduct major source selections for the product
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division, augmented by personnel from the program

offices. The practicality of establishing such an

organ:a1vion should be assessed, because it would

appear that maintaining such expertise and applying it

to every source selection would provide significant

benefit to the pr cezs.

Limitations

The validity and applicability of this research is

subject to several limitations.

The research was conducted solely at ASD due to

constraints on time and resources. Much of the

research might be applicable to other AFSC product

divisions, but some findings are unique to ASD. It is

not known whether any of the research is applicable to

other commands of the Air Force or to the other Armed

Services.

The research was conducted with a small sample;

only 12 individuals were interviewed. However, the

population from which the sample was drawn consisted of

ASD contracting personnel who had completed major

source selections between February 1988 and June 1989;
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only 19 individuals made up the entire population. The

twelve individuals who comprised the sample wore

sufficiently experienced and knowledgeable in

government contracting and honest and forthcoming

during the interviewa to be considered a credible

sample for a pilot research study.

The research was limited to the perspectives of

contracting personnel. While these individuals had

valuable insight into the entire source selection

process, the views expressed may have been affected by

parochial interests.

The information gathered during the research

effort was qualitative in nature, not quantitative, and

is therefore subject to interpretation. However,

because this was a pilot study, the desired information

could be elicited only through narrative expressions of

the participants' experiences.
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Relammonatins fo~r Further Research,

aplica~ion of this study at other AFSC product

divisions, other Air Forco commands, and buying

commands of other Armed Services is recommended, This

replication would determine whether the same problems

are omperienced throughout govornment source soecion

and could reuult in additional recommendations for

improving the process.

Similar studies could also be conducted with

personnel from other disciplines, such az program

management and engineering. While contracting

personnel have an insight into the entire process, the

views of source selection participants from other

functional areas would provide a broader perspective.

Additional research is recommended into the

individual activities identified by this study as

significant problems in the source selection process.

Suggested activities for this research include

preparation of evaluation criteria and standards,

instructions to offorors, PR package development, RFF

preparation and review, and technical evaluation.



Another worthwhile research effort would be the

development of a source selection handbook including an

explanation of the process, detailed instructions, and

sample documents. Such an effort could study various

source selections to develop instructions and identify

the best documentation which could then be tailored by

source selection teams.

The final recommendation for additional research

involves the development of a training course on source

selection. The course should include an overview to

provide an understanding of the process, instructional

sessions on spclfic tasks, and multi-disciplinary

sessions to include activities such as case studies and

exercises in planning, strategy formulation, problem-

solving. and document preparation and review. In

addition tel developing a thorough understanding of the

source selection process, the objectives of the course

should include providing practical experience with

skills required in source selection and building the

teamwork which is essential for effective conduct of

source selections.
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Appendix A: rnterview Questions

Name: ------------------- - In erview No.

Position: - Waranted7 Y N

Product Division:

Program(s):

No. years buyer/PCO experience:

Other non-buyer/PCO %cquisition-related experience: ...

Experience at other product divisions:

Extent of source selection exprience:
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PRE-EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
Busziness Strategy Panel/Acquzition Strategy Panel
Identification of sources

Market survey/synopsis
Source Selection Plan

Preparation
Review and approval

Evaluation criteria development
Cost
Specific
Assessment
General considerations

Evaluation standards
Instructions to Offerors preparation
Request for Proposal issuance

PR package development
RFP preparation
Review

PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND CONTRACT AWARD
Receipt of proposals
Quick Look briefing or memo
Oral briefings by offorors (optional)
Technical evaluation

Deficiency Reports
ClarificaUion Requests
Modification Requests
Technical evaluatton reports
Performance Risk Analysis

Mid-Term briefing
Cost/price analysis/Most Probable Cost
Competitive range determination
Model contracts

Preparation
Review

Discussions
Best and Final Offers BAFO)

Request for BAFO
Receipt of BAFO

Technical evaluation update
SSEB Executive Summary Report
SSEB briefing to SSAC or SSET Proposal Analysis
SSAC Analysis Report Report
Final SSA briefing
SSA decision document
Contract execution

Contract review
Contract approval
Contract distribution
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Are there any prt-evaluation activities on this list
with which you have no experience9

What is the first item on the list which you would
characterize as a problem in the source selection
process?

Do you consider this area to be a minor, moderate, or
major problem?

What are the problems that you've experienced with thiz
activity'

What do you think caused the problem(s)?

What actions were taken to solve the problem(s)7

Do you have any suggestions for avolding the problem(s)
in the future'

(This series of questions is repeated for every activity
identified as representing a problem in the source
selection process).

Do you see any activities listed which require an
investment of time and/or energy in excess of the
benefit that results!

Could this activity be deleted without detriment to the
process, or is there a more cost effective way to
accomplish the effortl (Repeated fo- each activity
identified).

Have you ever used any unusual means to solve problems,
avoid problems you've experienced on past source
selectionz, or to accelerate a source selection
schedule?

How well did this initiative work?'

Would you use the same technique again 9

Have you thought of any other techniques that you would
like to try if you ran into the same situation again?

Do you have any comments about the source selection
process or this interview9
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Appendix B: Interview Results
Problem Areas

No Min- Mod- Total
Activity Exp Min Mod Mod MaJ Maj Prob

BSP/AS? 2 3 1 4

Source ID 4 1 5

S 1 1
-S I I

Prep 2 2
Review 1
App'l 2

Criteria 2 3 3 6

Standards 1 4 4

ITO 1 2 2 4

RFP
PR pkg 2 2 4 8
RFP prep 1 1 2
Review 3 2 5

Proposals 1 1

Quick Look 1 1

Oral brief. 2 0

Tech eval 2 2 4
DRs 1 1 1 3 6
CRs 1 1 1 2 5
MRs 1 1 2
Reports 1 1
PRA 1 1

Mid-Term 1 2 3

Cost/price/

MPC 1 1 3 4

Competitive
range 0

Model k prep 1 1 1 3 6

Discussions 1 1
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RFP prop Lcont.j - RFP preparation can start
before complete PR package
is received; develop PR
package and RF? in parallel

RFP re¢iew 4 - too many higher level
reviews: ART team, ASD/PMC,
and AFSC

- Delete AFSC reviews; they
arq not part of the ART and
do not understand the
problems; their demands
cause MRs; they should
either be totally involved
in the program or not be
involved at all

- make the ART the sole RFP
review at ASD

Quick Look 2 - combine with Mid-Term
- delete

Tech eval 4 - involves too many people
with too little skill

- CR/DR approval by SSA wastes
time; cannot issue CRs/DRs
until after Mid-Term

- combine or reduce number of
evaluation reports; time-
consuming and redundant

- delete SSAC Analysis Report

Mid-Term 4 - delete (3 responses)
make optional or allow memo

MPC 2 - delete (2 responses)

Cost/price 3 - audits useless due to method
analysis of price determination in

source selection; delete
- delete
- limit cost data required
- tune DCAS and DCAA to new

accelerated schedules

Model contract 1 - ensure adequate contracts
preparation team: dedicated CO, two

buyers, clerk
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DICcusS~ons 2 - use more oral discussion and
fewer CRs and DRs

- award without discussions
more often when appropriate

BAFOs - revise criteria to allow
more awards without
discussions

- use less frequently

SSA briefing I - when SAF is SSA, briefing is
very hard to schedule; allow
use of report in lieu of
briefing

Contract review 1 - raise manual approval
and approval thresholds

- process takes too long;
should be much faster
because final contract has
been through numerous
reviews
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1.) changing public law/FAR requirements to
allow screening of CICA synopsis respondents -
to charge consultants/marketeers for RFPs;

2) establishing the Acquisition Review Team as
the sole RFP review at ASD; I ,3

3) completing the initial technical evaluation
before determining whether to award without
discussions;

4) severely limiting cost analysis; and,
5) deleting the requirement for Most Probable

Cost estimates.

The general recommendations are:

1) development of an extensive training program
to develop a thorough understanding of the
source selection process, provide practical
experience with skills required in- source
selection, and build teamwork;

2) application of Total Quality Management to
the source selection process to ensure that
all decisions and activities provide a benefit
to the process; and,

3) investigate establishing a centralized source
selection office to provide core teams of
experienced personnel to conduct all major
source selections in order to maintain expertise
and apply it to every source selection.
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